proud poat, promiasing future

PUBLIC WORKS
DEVELOPMENT ENGINEERING PROGRAM

AGENDA
DEVELOPMENT and ENGINEERING ADVISORY BOARD
Thursday, June 4, 2015

2:30 - 4:30 p.m.

Public Service Center
6" Floor, Training Room

ITEM - TIME FACILITATOR

Start  Duration

1. Administrative Actions 2:30 15 min Gunther
* Introductions ' :
s DEAB meeting is being recorded and the
audio will be posted on the DEAB's website
Review/Adopt minutes
Review upcoming events
+ DEAB member announcements —

2. TIF Status Update/ Q&A . 2:45 30 min - Herman

3. 2015 Buildable Lands Report 3:15 15 min Albrecht

4. By Laws BOCC to County Manager/3-4 year 3:30 30 min Shafer
terms

5. Public Comment 4:00 15 min All

Next DEAB Meeting:

Thursday, July 9, 2015
2:30 - 4:30 p.m.

Public Service Center
6th Floor, Training Room

‘Agenda:
Final Plat Process/Updates — Wriston
Retaining Walls & Set-backs - Wollam

1300 Franklin Street - P.O. Box 9810 - Vancouver, WA 98666-9810 — tel: (360) 397-6118 - fax: (360) 397-6051 — www.clark.wa.qov
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PUBLIC WORKS
DEVELOPMENT ENGINEERING PROGRAM

County Manager Briefing and BOCC Hearing
County Manager Briefing — every Wednesday at 10 a.m. *
BOCC Hearing — every Tuesday at 10 a.m. **

BOCC Work Session — Comprehensive Plan Updates - Wednesday, June 10, 10:00 a.m.

PC Work Sessions and Hearings
PC Work Session —~ Buildable Lands and TIF Program Update ~ Thursday, June 4, 5:30 p.m.

PC Hearing — Traffic Impact Fee Program (TIF) Update — Thursday, June 18, 6:30 p.m.

Note: Work sessions are frequently rescheduled. Check with the BOCC's office to confirm date/time of
scheduled meetings.

PC — Planning Commission _
BOCC — Board of Clark County Commissioners

* Unless cancelled, which many are if there are no topics
** Except first Tuesday when the hearing is typically in the evening

1200 Frankiin Street - P.O. Box 9810 — Vancouver, WA 98666-9810 ~ tel: (360) 387-6118 - fax: (360) 357-8051 - www.clark.wa.qov
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DEVELOPMENT and ENGINEERING
ADVISORY BOARD

Development and Engineering Advisory Board Meeting
May 7, 2015
2:30 p.m.-4:30 p.m.
Public Service Center

Board members in attendance: Steve Bacon, Don Hardy, Ott Gaither, Eric Golemo, Andrew Gunther,
James Howsley, Mike Odren, Terry Wollam and Jeff Wriston

Board members not in attendance: None
County staff: Rosie Hsiao, Ali Safayi, and Jeff Schnabel
Guest; Lisa McKee, and Larry Vasquez

Administrative Actions

s Introduction of Audience Members

+ DEAB meeting is being recorded and the audio will be posted on the DEAB's website.

s Review/Adopt Minutes: Minutes from April 2, 2015 were approved and adopted.

s Reviewed Upcoming Events;

o BOCC Hearing — Supplemental Preparation with Budget — Tuesday, May 12, 10:00 a.m.

o BOCC Work Session —TIP (Clark County Traffic Improvement Program) for 2016-2021 —
Wednesday, May 13, 10:30 a.m,

o BOCC Work Session — Comprehensive Plan Updates — Wednesday, May 20, 11:00 a.m.

o PC Work Session — Wineries: Noise Measurement Standards, Parks Plan: Mission,
Vision & Goals, Vacant Buildable Lands Model, Rural industrial Land Bank (RILB) Project
Update and SEPA/Comprehensive Plan Process Update — Thursday, May 7, 5:30 p.m.

o PC Hearing — Wineries: Noise Measurement Standards, and Open Space/Timberlands —
Thursday, May 21, 6:30 p.m.

e DEAB Annual Report and 2015/2016 Work Plan will be presented on May 20 at 10 a.m.

+ Golemo questioned if there is any hearing scheduled for the PC for single family, median
density zoning. Howsley provided an update that the PC recommended no change, so there is
no hearing scheduled. However, the PC asked DEAB to recommend the appropriate number of
employees for the home business code change proposal.

* DEAB member announcements:

o Howsley briefed the board of county councilors at a work session on the County
budget and economic outlook, on May 6, 2015. The work session specifically
emphasized the impact on residential development and it subsidizing community
development costs and permit fees. On behalf of BIA, Howsley brought some concerns
for the resolution regarding residential building permit fees and costs,

o Golemo and Howsley attended the comp plan meeting. At this time, DEAB comments
cannot be considered due to the late submittal, DEAB will continue to provide input
and comments in the future, and suggest revisiting the comp plan, including updates
for alternate 4. Odren suggested County staff provide updates regarding the comp
plan to DEAB quarterly.

Draft MEETING MINUTES 01/08/2015 . Page 1of 2



DEVELOPMENT and ENGINEERING
ADVISORY BOARD

WWHM Project Update/ Q&A

Schnabel, from the Department of Environmental Services, shared the Clark County version of WWHM
(Western Washington Hydrology Model) and provided updates on the process for CCWWHM. He
explained the background of WWHM, and that Ecology mandated use of continuous hydrologic models
to design flow control and runoff treatment facilities for stormwater. Because Hydrologic Simulation
Program FORTRAN (HSPF) is not a user friendly model for designing stormwater facilities, Ecology
contracted to develop WWHM, a user-friendly software, to size stormwater facilities. Clark County
geology, in some places, is not well modeled using WWHM therefore, Ecology required additional
validation analysis and accuracy measures for calibration. After having done all experiments, there are
no recommendations for adjustments in mode! parameter values. The report for CCWWHM model was
submitted to Ecology the beginning of April waiting for approval.

DEAB agreed staff did a good job on this,

Public Comment
None

Meeting adjourned at 3:15 pm

Meeting minutes prepared by: Rosie Hsiao
Reviewed by: Greg Shafer

Draft MEETING MINUTES 01/08/2015 Page 2 of 2
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T
Traffic Impact Fee (TIF) Background

. Authorized under Washington law (RCW 82.02)

- Title 40.6 of Clark County’s Unified Development Code
establishes the framework

« TIF =
(Size of development by Unit of Measure/Unit of Measure) X
(Daily Trips per Unit of Measure) X (Pass — by Factor) X
(BEF) X (0.85) X (Fee per Daily Trip by District)
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P ———
TIF Update Recommendations

1. TIF Districts

TIF Capital Project List
Private Share

TIF Rates

TIF Credits

Title 40 Proposed Amendments
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Proposed T Districts ||
£ East City |
msEvergreen

. Hazel Deli
|8 =M, Vista
%8 Qrchards North
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s Rurat 1
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B2 Vancouver
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== East City $351
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I
Concept 2

« Combines two
Orchards districts

- Maintains existing Mt.
Vista/Hazel Dell
boundary

« Combines Rural 1 & 2,
including Evergreen
fragment

Legend

Concept 2
[ ] vancouswer city Limits

=5 Civy {Exetided from TIF)
. Hazel Dell

SHE me vista

1% 74 Orchaeds

.. Rurat

~—— Asterial Strogts

et
....

Figure 3: Clark County TIF Districts, Concept 2 o @
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I
Criteria for New System

. Simple for developers to interpret

- Defensible to public
- Simple for County staff to administer

- Maintains a nexus between trip generation and
facilities funded from each district.
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I
Trip Growth Analysis: Hwy 99

Legend
L0 Mtemative 3
’ y Vancauver Ciry Limits
1 City (Exctuded fena TIF)

Legend R
Ahlernative 1 . - < EFE Urban County
T o . <7 Rurat
e Arterial Streets

T3 venmouver City Limits

Concept 2 Concept 3
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T
TIF Capital P.o_moﬁ List

- Includes all projects from the adopted Capital Facilities

Plan, except:

- Road Preservation

- Bridge Repair/Rehab

+ Transportation Safety Improvements

- See Proposed TIF Technical Document, Exhibit C for full
list |
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TIF Rates for Recommended Concept

. Based on district shares of trip growth on each TIF-eligible

project
Existing System District Recommended System
Hazel Dell $375 Hazel Dell $283
Mt. Vista | $613 Mt. Vista $437
North
553

Orchards | $ Orchards $348
South Orchards $389
Rural 1 315

ura | $ Rural $271
Rural 2 $52
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Title 40 Proposed Amendments

« CCC 40.610.040 — Imposition of Impact Fee
- CCC 40.620.010 — Traffic Impact Fee Formula
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TRAFFIC IMPACT FEE TECHNICAL

PROGRAM DOCUMENT
UPDATED ____

This document provides information on the substance and structure of Clark County’s Traffic Impact
Fee (TIF) Program.

Contents
1) Trip generation table — Adopted Rates
2) Fee inflation methodology
3) Incentives for Highway 99 Overlay Sub-Area
Exhibits ‘
a. TIF District Madp
Current Impact Fee Rates
TIF Capital Project List
Regional Project Allocation Table
Highway 99 Overlay District Boundary Map

RS

Trip Generation Table — Adopted Rates

The table below presents trip generation rates and other factors by land use type that have been
adopted for use in the TIF program. These rates are based on the Institute of Transportation Engineers
Trip Generation User’s Guide. However, by statute, an applicant may choose to do an independent fee
calculation (if applicable). Trip generation rates are calculated by land use category according to the
following formula:

TIF = (Size of development by Unit of Measure) / (Unit of Measure) x (Daily Trips per Unit of
Measure) x (Pass-by Factor) x (BEF)" x (0.85) ®x (Fee per Daily Trip by district)

ITE Pass-
Land Use Daily Trips per by
Code Land Use Unit of Measure | Unit of Measure ¢ | Factor
010 Waterport/Marine 171.52 | # Berths 1
Average Flights
022 General Aviation 1.97 { Per Day |
110 General Light Industrial 6.97 | 1,000 sq. ft. GFA 1
130 | Industrial Park 697:6.83 | 1,000 sq. ft. GFA 1
140 Manufacturing 3.82 | 1,000 sq. ft. GFA 1
150 | Warehousing 3.56 | 1,000 sq. ft. GFA 1
151 Mini Warehouse - 2.5 1 1,000 sq. ft. GFA 1
210 | SFR 5.579.52 | Dwelling Units 1
220 Apartment 6.65 | Dwelling Units 1
230 Condo/Townhome 5.81 | Dwelling Units 1
240 Mobile Home Park 4.99 { Dwelling Units 1
251 Senior Adult Housing Detached 3.71 | Dwelling Units 1
254 Assisted Living - Alzheimer 2.74 { Occupied Beds 1
255 Continuing Care Retirement 2:812.40 | Occupied Beds 1
310 Hotel 8.17 | Rooms 1
320 Motel 5.63 | Rooms 1
412 County Park 2.28 | Acres 1




Pass-

ITE Land Daily Trips per by

Use Code Land Use Unit of Measure Unit of Measure * | Factor
540 Community College +2.1.23 | Student Capacity 1
550 University/College 238-1.71 | Student Capacity 1
560 Church 9.11 | 1,000 sq. fi. GFA. . 1
565 Day Care Center 7926-74.06 | 1,000 sq. ft. GFA 0.45
590 Library 56.24 | 1,000 sq. ft. GFA )
610 Hospital 11811327 ¢ Beds 1
620 | Nursing Home 2:372.74 | Beds 1
710 | General Office (<10,000 sf) 11-01-11.03 | 1,000 sq. 1
710 General Office (10,001-100k sf)¢ 13.60 (x)-26 | 1,000 sq. 1
710 General Office (100,001-300k sf)° 8.87 (x) + 447 | 1,000 sq. 1
710 General Office (>300k sf)d 6.51 (x) +155 | 1,000 sq. 1
720 Medical Dental 36.13 | 1,000 sq. 1
750 Qffice Park 11.42 | 1,000 sq. 1
770 Business Park 12-96-13.44 | 1,000 sq. 1
813 Free-Standing Discount Superstore 53.13-50.75 | 1,000 sq. 0.72
815 Free-Standing Discount 57.24 1 1,000 sq. 0.83
817 | Nursery Garden Center 36-08-68.10 | 1,000 sq. 45
820 Shopping Center (<25k) 42.94 | 1,000 sq. 45
820 Shopping Center (25,001-50k) ¢ 130,16 (- 2180 | 1,000 sq. .55
820 Shopping Center (50,001-100k) ¢ 49.26 (x)+ 1865 | 1,000 sq. 6
820 Shopping Center (100,001-300k) ¢ 35.40 O+ 3250 | 1,000 sq. 65
820 Shopping Center (300,001-600k) 26.3]1 (x)+ 5978 | 1,000 sq. 7
820 Shopping Center (>600K) d 19.69 (x)+ 9947 | 1,000 sq. 0
841 Car Sales 33343230 | 1,000 sq. 1
843 Automobile Part Sales 61.91 | 1,000 sq. 0.57
8438 Tire store 24.87 | 1,000 sq. 0.72
851 Convenience Market Open 24 hours 737.99 | 1,000 sq. 0.4
852 Convenience Market Open 15-16 hours 345.7 | 1,000 sq. ft. GFA 0.4
853 Convenience Market w/ Pumps 542.6 | Fueling Positions 0.35
854 Discount Supermarket 96-22-90.86 | 1,000 sq. fi. GFA 0.77
857 Discount Club 41.8 [ 1,000 sq. ft. GFA 0.9
862 Home Improvement 29-8-30.74 | 1,000 sq. ft. GFA 0.5
875 Department Store 22.88 | 1,000 sq. ft. GFA 0.3
280 Pharmacy/Drug Store w/o Drive through 90.06 | 1,000 sq. ft. GFA 0.45
890 Furniture Store 5.0611,000sq. t. GFA |- 0.5
912 | Drive In Bank 148.15 | 1,000 sq. ft. GFA 0.45
931 Quality Restaurant 89.95 | 1,000 sq. ft. GFA 0.55
932 High Turnover Sit Down Restaurant 127.15 | 1,000 sq. ft. GFA £.55
934 Fast Food w/ drive thru 496.12 | 1,000 sq. ft. GFA 0.5
936 Coffee/Donut w/o drive thru 407.5 | 1,000 sq. ft. GFA 0.32
942 | Auto Repair 33-8-31.10 | 1,000 sq. ft. GEA 1
944 Gasoline/Service Station 168.56 | Fucling Positions 0.6

a. BEF means Business Enhancement Factor, a multiplier of 0.70 used to reduce the TIF payment for retail and service related businesses.
b. This adjustment, 0.85, is applied pursuant to CCC 40 620.010(D)
¢. Terms: sf sq. fi=square feet,

d. In Deily Trip Equation — (x) = total sq f 1 000 sq &t (umt of measure)

, gfa=gross floor area, gJa-—gress—leaseab}e-eFee




Fee Inflation Methodology

In between full-fledged program updates, per trip fees will be updated annually based on the
Engineering News Record (ENR) Construction Cost Index (CCI) for Seattle ThlS w111 occur annually
using the base year CCI for Seattle with base year value set at 861275 frem-October2007
$10.388 from January 2015,

Annual fee adjustments will be made according to the following formula:
(newest January CCI) / (base year CCI) x district fee = inflation adjusted fee
Adjustments to project cost for issuance of credits will be calculated as:

(newest January CCI)/ (base year CCI) x total prolect cost = inflation adjusted project
cost)



Incentives for Highway 99 Overlay Sub-Area

Sub-area plan was designed to incorporate a form-based code to regulate development to achieve a
specific urban form. An incentive program has been established “to revitalize” the historic Hazel Dell
district. Five incentive opportunities may be available to those parcels identified within Appendix F of
Title 40 and authorized by CCC 40.630.060 if certain criteria are met. :

Approval Process: Separate review/approval application to be submitted directly to Clark County
Public Works. Application must be submitted and approved prior to building permit issuance. There
will not be any incentive consideration once building permits have been issued, with the exception of
TIF credits given for signal improvements. Process is identified in the land use approval.

Incentive 1: 10% Average Daily Trip (ADT) Reduction for High Frequency Transit
Applicant must submit a transit plan that outlines:

a. Location of transit stop directly related to the site or within % mile of proposed
development.
.b. Verification of transit frequency of 30 minutes or better for peak hour service.
c. Time schedules verified by C-Tran.

Incentive 2: TIF credits for bike/ped/transit amenities

As a condition of approval, applicant to provide publicly owned amenities as identified in Appendix F.
Only amenities that are public and are permanent pedestrian or bicycle related amenities are eligible
for TIF credit.

Applicant must submit location and types of amenities to be constructed as part of the proposed
development. The following are features that are approved to receive up to $1,500 TIF credit per
feature installed:

a. Pedestrian Furniture

b. Bicycle Racks

¢. Ground-Mounted Pedestrian-scaled lighting

d. Informational kiosks

e. Transit Shelters

If the TIF credits are granted and the amenities have not been installed prior to occupancy, occupancy
can be denied until additional TIF fees have been paid. Verification of amenities installed will be
conducted prior to occupancy.

TIF credits are awarded on a first come, first serve basis and may be limited, can only be redeemed on
the development that has required the amenity.

Incentive 3: Provide TIF credits for Signalization improvements.
Signalization improvements within the sub-area are eligible for TIF credits. Credits can be used within
the Hazel Dell District. Same requirements apply as outlined in CCC40.630.060.

Incentive 4: Additional S% Business Enhancement Factor for under-represented uses.
This incentive is based on the assumption that trip lengths will be reduced, therefore llmltlng traffic
congestion and roadway improvement needs elsewhere.

Applicant to submit a study to show that the proposed development is under-represented by proving
that there are less than two like businesses within a five miles radius of proposed location.



Incentive 5: Additional 10% Average Daily Trip Reduction for all development in a designated
“Activity” center.

This incentive is based on the assumption that the trip generation rate will be reduced to account for
internal trips between uses within the designated activity centers. :

Applicant to notify TIF Coordinator that the proposed development fails within a designated Activity
center. Adjustment to fees will be made to Tidemark to reflect trip reduction.



Exhibit A

Legend

Preferred Concept

] ¥ancouver City Limits

v City (Excluded from TIF)
Hazel Dell

TEOH Mt Vista
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——— Arterial Streets

Figure 1: Clark County TIF Districts,Preferred Concept @m




Exhibit B

Impact Fee Rates

ot
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Hazel Dell
Mit. Vista

Orchards $348

Rural $271




Exhibit C

TIF Capital Project List

Piojects wit

A spedhclbeation

T E
L

To

Cost

Road From
NE 119" st NE 72" Ave NE 87" Ave $ 15,000,000
NE 47" Ave @ NE 78" St Intersection S 1,800,000
NE 94™ Ave NE Padden Pkwy NE 99" st $ 7,755,000
Highway 99 NE 99" st NE 107" St $ 8,800,000
NE 99% st NE 94" Ave NE 107" Ave $ 7,500,000
NE 119™ st NE 50™ Ave NE 72" Ave $ 8,239,000
NE 47" Ave NE 68" St NE 78" St $ 3,417,000
NE 99" St @ SR 503 Intersection $ 2,269,000
NE 10™ Ave NE 154 St NE 164" St $ 22,000,000
Padden Pkwy @ Andresen Intersection $ 15,000,000
Ward Road NE 88" St NE 172" Ave Bridge | $ 9,700,000
Salmon Creek Ave WSU Entrance NE 50™ Ave $ 12,100,000
NE 119" St NE 87" Ave NE 112" Ave $ 26,200,000
NE 72™ Ave NE 122" St NE 219" 5t $ 30,000,000
NE 179" St/1-5 Interchange | Delfel Rd. NE 15 Ave $ 15,000,000
SCIP Phase 2 NE 134" St 1205 $ 17,500,000
NE 182" Ave @ SR-500 intersection $ 1,000,000
NE 15™ Ave Extension NE 179" 5t NE 10" Ave $ 7,000,000
NE 99" St NE 107" Ave SR 503 $ 1,000,000
NE 10" Ave NE 149" St NE 154™ St $ 2,100,000
NE 179" st @ 29™ Ave & @
50" Ave . Intersections $ 5,000,000
‘Unspéeified Location General Improvements and Programis: o7 =il e
TSO Prajects {5) $ 6,120,000

Rural Road Improvement Program

$ 2,000,000 Annually

$ 40,000,000 over 20 Years

Urban Arterial Intersections

$ 15,000,000

Sidewalks and ADA

$ 600,000 Annually

$ 12,000,000 over 20 Years

Urban Development Road Program

$ 1,250,000 Annually

$ 25,000,000 over 20 Years

Traffic Signal Optimization

$ 300,000 Annually

S 6,000,000 over 20 Years




Regional Project Allocation Table

Exhibit D

. : az ‘

‘Road’> " " From To. . Berigfit " || Dell , Vista.: ) ~ Lt
NE 116th §t NE 72nd Ave NE 87th Ave Regional 16%  22% 4%  17% | 100% 32% | $3,082,000
NE 47th Ave @ NE 78th St Intersection Regional 47% 7% 39% 7% | 100% 26% $236,000
NE 94th Ave NE Padden Pkwy _ NE 99th §t Regional 8% 2% 5% 15% | 100% 30% $452,000
Highway 99 NE 99th St NE 107th St Regional 67%  24% 3% 6% | 100% 26% | $1,437,000
NE 99th St NE %4th Ave NE 107th Ave Regional 1% % 73%  13% | 100% 30% | $1,877,000
NE 119th St NE 50th Ave NE 72nd Ave Regional 12%  44% 36% 7% | 100% 35% | $2,670,000
NE 47th Ave NE 68th St NE 78th St Regional 0% 0% 100% 0% | 100% 29% $974,000
NE 99th St @ SR 503 Intersection ) Regional 1% 5% 77%  17% | 100% 31% $397,000
NE 10th Ave NE 154th §t NE 164th 5t Regional 5% . 80% 3% 12% | 100% 41% | 35,326,000
Padden Pkwy @ Andresen Intersection Regional 30%° 9% 61% 0% 100% 27% 34,206,000

NE 172nd Ave $3,271,000

Ward Read NE 88th St Bridge Regional 0% 0% 38% 62% 100% 33%

Salmon Creek Ave WSU Entrance NE 50th Ave Regional 6%  65% 10% 18% 100% 30% 54,847,000

NE 1i9th St NE §7th Ave NE 112th Ave Regional 16%  20% 44%  20% | 100% 32% |  $8,502,000
NE 72nd Ave NE 122nd §t NE 219¢h St Regional 0% 34% 51%  15% | 100% 35% | $10,818,000
NE 179th $t/1-5 Interchange Delfel Rd. NE 15th Ave Regional 12%  58% 7% 24% | 100% 38% | $5,812,000
SCIP Phase 2 NE 134th St 1-205 Regional 13%  81% 6% 0% | 100% 40% |  $3,245,000
NE 182nd Ave @ SR-5001 Intersection Regional 5% 5% 42%  48% | 100% 32% $332,000
NE 15th Ave Extension2 NE 175th St NE 10th Ave Regional 13%  36% 5%  26% | 100% 38% $577,000
NE %5th St NE 107th Ave SR 503 Regional 0% 0% 71%  29% | 100% 31% $140,000
NE 10th Ave NE 149th St NE 154th St Regional 6%  79% 4% 1% | 100% 41% $877,000
NE 179th SKE29th Ave & @50th $1,975,000
Ave Intersections Regional 11%  64% 4%  20% 100% 39%

TS0 Projects (5) Various UGIP 0%  37% 43% 0% | 100% 33% $501,000
Urban Arterial Intersections Various UGIP 20% 3% 43% 0% | 100% 33% | 85,014,000
Rura) Road Improvement Program UGIP 0% 0% 0%  100% 100% 35% | $14,353,000
Sidewalks and ADA UGIP 20% 3% 43% 0% | 100% 33% | 34,011,000
Urban Development Road Prgm UGIP 0% 3% 43% 0% 100% 33% $8,356,000
Traffic Signal Optimization UGIP 20%  37% 43% 0% | 100% 33% | 32,006,000

“he total projects costs are derived from the 2014-2033 Capital Facilities Plan and inflated by 2.44% to determine 2015 total project costs. The TIF eligible cost is the private share portion to the

2015 total project costs
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Subtitle 40.6
DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES

40.610 DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES — GENERAL PROVISIONS

40.610.040 Imposition of Impact Fee

A. No puilding permit shail be issued for applicable development in a designated service area
as defined in this chapter unless the impact fee is calculated and imposed pursuant to
this chapter,

ipact tess shall be

40.620 CALCULATION OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES

40.620.010 Traffic Impact Fee Formula
The impact fee component for roads shall be calculated using the following formula:




A ”Umt f“'Measure” means the assouated tnp generat:on rates_and other factors bv Iand
Ich’nlcal Document ‘These
Trip: Generatlon User 5

e T T T T

Pass .bv factor" means trlps that are macle as |nter ediate: stops on the wav from an '
jgm to a |marv trlp destlnatlon wrthout a route-.dwersro’n The Dass—bv factor can be
obtairied in'the Institute. of Transpottation Engineér's Trip: Generation. Manual.

.'(i,j"“BEF" means Busrness Enhancement Factor a multmller of 0. 70 used fo reduce TIE
Davment for retan and serwce-related busmesses onlv Retail and servuce re!ated

bus:nesses have shorter average trlp Iengths, reducmg |mgacts on the eX|st|ng
transportatlon lnfrastructure

ﬁ,ﬂ”Ad[ustment of O 85 is applled for the portion of antlcmated addltlonal tax revenues
resultlno from a development which is proratable to svstem 1mnrovements contamed in
the capttal facilities plan
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Portland, OR 97205
5 _ 503.243.3500
ATE; May 8, 2015 www.dksassociates.com
TO: Matt Hermen, Clark County
FROM: Ray Delahanty, AICP
SUBJECT: Clark County TIF Update

Task 8; TIF Update Recommendations

The purpose of this memorandum is to summarize recommended changes to Clark County’s Traffic Impact Fee
(TIF) program. Program elements to be modified include:

s The number of TIF districts and their boundaries
¢ TIF rates {on a per-trip basis) for each district

¢ How excess TIF credits (development-related transportation improvements in excess of TIF liability) are
handled '

This memorandum also documents the process for developing and recommending changes to the TIF program
and discusses other program elements that were reviewed, such as the Business Enhancement Factor and other
incentive options.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Prior to 2015, Clark County and the City of Vancouver administered a joint TIF program, With the City of
Vancouver electing to administer a separate TIF program beginning in 2015, Clark County must update its
districts, rates, and other TIF elements to reflect a program that is exclusive to unincorporated Clark County. The
TIF update process developed the following key recommendations:

« TIF Districts. The project team recommends reducing the number of TIF districts to four: Mt. Vista, Hazel
Dell, Orchards, and Rural. The recommended districts are shown in Figure 1 of this memorandum.

¢ TIiF Rates. With redrawn districts and an Lipdated list of TIF-eligible projects, each district has a new
recommended TIF rate. These range from $271 (Rural) to $437 (Mt. Vista) where the current system
ranges from $52 (Rural 2} to $613 (Mt. Vista). The recommended rates are shown in Table 1 of this
memorandum.

o Excess TIF Credits. The project team recommends maintaining the existing practice regarding excess
credits and continuing to honor outstanding credits. Qutstanding credits would be reassigned, by
development location, to the new district system.
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BACKGROUND AND PLANNING PROCESS

In 2009, Clark County and the City of Vancouver executed an Interlocal agreement to jointly administer a TIF
program. The joint program established several TIF districts that were representative of growth patterns at that
time. Population and employment growth have led to different development patterns between the two
jurisdictions, creating the need for separate TIF programs. The City is currently near the end of a project that will
create a separate TIF program that covers alt areas within the City limits. This elevated the need for Clark County
to revise its existing program, including its TIF District Map, congruent with unincorporated areas of the County.

Recognizing the need to revisit its TIF program, County staff launched a planning process to explore options and
develop recommendations for an updated TIF program. The planning process included:

e ATechnical Advisory Group (TAG) made up of staff from severail Clark County departments whose work
is closely involved with the TIF program

e A Stakeholder Advisory Group (SAG) made up of developers, local leaders in land use law and
transportation engineering, and other representatives who bring different perspectives and insights to
the TIF update process

« Stakeholder Interviews, which provided a deeper understanding of the variety of experience pecple
have with the existing TIF program and where it might be improved

The two advisory groups each met four times over the course of the project to review project deliverables and
give feedback on options for TIF program changes. This series of four TAG/SAG meeting pairs covered the
following topics:

e TAG 1/SAG 1: Review of existing program and lessons learned from other programs around the state
and region

s TAG 2/SAG 2: Stakeholder interview results, initial review of credit system options, and development of
district boundary system concepts

» TAG 3/5AG 3: Review of incentives options, analysis of district boundary system concepts, and further
discussion of credit system options

e TAG 4/5AG 4: Review of recommended changes to TIF program

Looking ahead to future updates

Clark County is currently in the process of updating its Comprehensive Growth Management Plan. The Plan
update is scheduled for adoption in June, 2016. The process of updating the TIF Program Administration is
scheduled for July, 2015. The 2015 TIF program update is processed based on the existing adopted
Comprehensive Plan; the 2007 Comprehensive Plan with approved amendments. If the Comprehensive Plan
update requires updates to the Capital Facilities Plan, subsequently the TIF fee rates may need to be adjusted.
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RECOMMENDED BOUNDARY SYSTEM AND RATE CHANGES

The process for recommending a new boundary system included developing and analyzing alternative concepts,
creating a recommended concept using the best features from the alternatives, and calculating new TIF rates for
each district under the recommended concept. These steps are summarized below.

Alternative Boundary System Concepts

Knowing that the existing boundary system is not viable because of districts that overlap with the City of
Vancouver’s TIF program, the project team developed three new boundary system concepts for consideration.
The three concepts are as follows:

¢ Concept 1: Five district system. All cities within the county were excluded from consideration. Within
the County, previous districts were maintained, with the exception of North Orchards and South
Orchards, which were combined into a single Orchards district, and Evergreen, the remaining fragment
of which was included in Rural 1. Also, the boundary between the Hazel Dell and Mt. Vista districts was
redrawn to keep the Highway 99W Overlay intact and associated with the Hazel Dell district. Two rural
districts were included, one for properties in the southern portion of the county and one for properties
to the north,

« Concept 2: Four district system, Same as Alternative 1, with only one Rural district and maintaining the
existing boundary between Mt. Vista and Hazel Dell.

e Concept 3: Two district system. Similar to Alternative 2, with a single Rural district, but with all other
districts combined into a single Urban County district. -

The three boundary concepts are shown in Figures 2, 3, and 4 in the Redefined Geographic Boundaries
memorandum in the appendix. These concepts recognize differences between the more urban portions of the
county, closer to Vancouver City limits, and the rural portions of the county, which still have lower development
potential and fewer transportation infrastructure needs. The concepts also reflect the County’s intention to
manage its own TIF system for its own jurisdiction, separate from the City of Vancouver.

Recommended Hybrid Concept

Analysis showed that Concepts 1 and 2 each had features that performed well in terms of (1) providing a
straightforward district structure while {2) maintaining a nexus between a district’s contribution to travel growth
and its share of future TIF liability. From Concept 1, we learned that the Highway 99 Overlay area is a better fit
for the Hazel Dell district in terms of travel characteristics. We also learned that, while there are significant
differences between the urban districts and how their trip growth applies to projects in the Capital Facilities Plan
(CFP), the differences between Rural 1 and Rural 2 are smaller, and combining the two districts makes sense.

The resulting recommended concept includes four districts — Mt. Vista, Hazel Dell, Orchards, and Rural -- and is
shown in Figure 1 on the next page.
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New TIF Rate Calculations

Under the recommended concept, each district in the existing program is either consolidated into a larger
district (as with Orchards and Rural) or its boundary is modified (as with Mt. Vista and Hazel Dell}. These
geographic changes to the districts, along with changes to the list of TIF-eligible CFP projects, are key elements
in the updated TIF calculations shown in Table 1 below. Full documentation of the calculation assumptions and
methodology is included in the appendix.’

Table 1: Comparison of Existing and Recommended TIF Rate per ADT

District

District Existing System Recommended System

Hazel Dell $375 Hazel Dell §283
Mt. Vista $613 Mt. Vista $436
North Orchards $553 :

South Orchards 5389 Orchards 2348
Rqra| ! 2815 Rural $271
Rural 2 $52

Source: Exhibit 4, Scenario 2, Clark County Traffic Impact Fee Rate Scenarios and Draft Findings with
_project costs aflocated to districts based on trips, FCS Group, May 4, 2015

THE EXCESS CREDIT SYSTEM

The project team considered several options for handling the existing excess credit process’ as part of this update.
Under the existing system, TIF credit may be available for developments/developers electing to construct a portion of
roadway Infrastructure that is identified on the Capital Facilities Plan (CFP}. Typically, the developer elects to construct
TIF credit eligible infrastructure immediately adjacent to their proposed development. When the credits earned exceed
the development’s calculated TIF responsibility, a credit is generated that may be used against TIF liability for a future
development in the same district.

Existing outstanding credits are assigned to the current district structure. We considered several options for
handling these outstanding credits under the recommended district system, including:

¢ Expire existing credits (i.e., setting a “sunset” date)

¢ Continue to honor the outstanding credits and apply them to the district system under which they were
generated

¢ Continue to honor the outstanding credits, but transfer them to the new district system

* Clark County Traffic Impact Fee Rate Scenarios and Draft Findings with project costs allocated to districts based on trips,

FCS Group, May 4, 2015,
2 A full description of the excess credit system is provided in the appendix. See Task 6: TIF Credit System Update

Memorandum
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The project team recommends honoring outstanding credits and moving them to the recommended district
system. Because the recommended system generally has larger districts, this will give credit holders more
opportunities to use or sell their credits for development across a wider area. Figure 2, below, shows how
outstanding credit balances will be consolidated into the recommended district system.

Transfer of Existing Credits to New Districts
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Figure 2: Proposed and Existing Credit Balances by District

BUSINESS ENHANCEMENT FACTOR AND INCENTIVES

The project team considered whether changes to the current Business Enhancement Factor (BEF) or other
incentives were appropriate for this update. The current BEF recognizes that retail and service-related land uses
have shorter average trip lengths, resulting in lower burden on the transportation system {per trip) than other
land uses. The BEF is implemented as a multiplier of 0.70 within the TIF calculation. For more background on the
BEF, see the Business Enhancement Factor and Other Potential Incentives Memorandum appendix.

While adding new land uses to the list of those qualifying for the BEF and adding new vehicle trip reduction-
related incentives was considered during this update, the project team elected to maintain the existing BEF with
no change.

OTHER CHANGES TO TIF PROGRAM

The project team recommends updating the list of TIF trip generation rates to be consistent with the ITE Trip
Generation Manual 9% Edition. A table showing trip rate changes for relevant land uses is included in the
Business Enhancement Factor and Other Potential incentives Memorandum appendix.



GLOZ ‘¥ 2UN[ ‘UOISSISHIOM Od

1oday spuet a|gep|ing ST0T

Ajunod ien




R

sda1S IXaN 9

SuUO0I1eAlasqQO
Jofe|n pueT ajqepjing STOC °S
spual] apimAlUuno) 'y
ASO|OpPOYIBIN "€
[4
1

punoisoeg -
guiloaw ayy Jo asodind




'GTOZC ‘0€ 2unr Ag adJawwio)
01 anp Joday spue] a|gep|ing STOT ‘9
eaJly Yimodo
- ueqgJn ayi apisul spuej |el3snpul pue
|e1DJaWW0) ‘[eljuaplisad Jo uollen|eas
18 MIIARJ SaUINbal GTZ'V0L'9E MDY e
Juawalinbay juswaseue|y Yyimouo




"Hoday spuet a|qep|ing STOT
93Ul U0 dJom palajdwod salld ayl
1IM uoileioge||od ul Ajuno) jJe|d

~

‘s1984e) JuswAo|dwa
pue uoliejndod Joj pue|
1U312144Ns apinoad sa1110 pue AJunod

. . )

a1 saJdinbaJ aniels spuet a|gep|ing

punoJsyoeg




ogedgam

suliojiuow ueld ¥1d £00¢ =3ya
90UIS JuswdoaAap |enioe uo paseg °q

yJomaweld{ Allunwwo)
Aluno) yJeD ysnouyy uoljesoge|jo) ‘e

1oday spueq a|qepjing pJiyl




Iv8'8vy | Lv9'9er | s9c'zey | 06V'62Y | 6V6'GZY | 89EVCY | GPP'6LY | BOL VLY

Goz'z9 |zZLL'09 | 08209 |6v009 |68965 |[2r9'6S | 0¥8'8S | 80¥'8S b::oo _E_._w_
1991 €G9'L vr9') Gy9'| 9e9'L €19l 8/G'L GES') ©JO2BA’
68 88 |6 6 88 68 88 88 _u:m__uoog
2e6'GlL | 206SL | 6vbzGl |8ze'sL |[lo0'Gl [2ogvL | Z2ivL | €00F) _mmnosmﬂs
09V'SLE | 292°20€ | 292'+0¢ | 80L'20€ | G2S'00€ | SS0'00€ | 6S8'96C mmm.mmw .
G/S'9 0519 LG 809'G 20¥'s G/L'G ZLL's GLO'G

60T'E €ol'e gelL'e 0ze'e 060'¢ 0L0'¢ 690°€ L10'E

e¥e'cz | 6¥0'C2 LLe'te [ 88S'Le | €.0'lz [9zo'0z | LigoC |GL00C

128'02 ZS0°0¢ | L98'6lL | 6.¥'6l 7G9'81

spuaJ] apIimAluno)




uolne|ndod Buibe
oy} o} anp Jaybiy Apybiis Buipuai} usaq aAey syjesp Jonamoy siesh
0Z 1Se| 8y} JOA0 JUBISUO0D A[DAlje|al paulewlal aARY SUIBap pue syulg

Jea)

000°C-

000°C

000%

0009

SU0Slad

0008

00001

SRR LT : ‘ . S e — 000'ct
uoneisin syles(= =—syjlig-=---

AR e e e

R R R




Mau zZ11 11 pue sgol mau 0089

¢

-AJUN0Y) YJB|D O) pappe alem spjoyasnoy

L00¢ d2UlS

%69°0

%¥6°0

€80 00€'PrL  |228'¢ll

080 00G'8EL |GLATLL cLoz
6.0 oov'PEL |29V 69l AN T4
8.0 009°'LEL  |8PL'89l 1102
8.0 00¥'0EL  |68699L 0102
080 008°LEl |GG/ GOl 600C
€80 00€'2ZEL  |96L¥9L 8002
G8 0 00S'2€L  [SLLZ9l 1002

SpuaJ] apIMmAIUNO)




2y edsuunm

0L

[eany Ajuno) yiepd
1|02BA

[egnoysemn
JaAnodUeA
p|21e8pIY

RPwad e

sewe)

puno.o ajiieq

¥102-900¢ ‘119 Aq Qisueq
juswidojaaaqg Ajlwe4-ajbuig maN

 suonenasqo



a1y jad spunm

0T 007 06T 00T 0'G 00

f ] i | !

JO2EA
[egnoysemn
1aAnodUBA
praedprd
Jajusd el

sewe)

pUNoJIoD 3j11eg

¥102-900¢ ‘Au0 Aq Ajisusg
juswdolanaq Ajjwed-BIniAl maN

SUOI1eAIS]0




'Ge0Z AQ 18€'8/G Jo 18bJel Yol ueqin
o) ajepowlwodoe 0] Ajioeded sey WI9GA SLOZ @UL

'GY8 87V
S| @)ewilsa uole|ndod Ajuno) yielD Loz ‘| Arenuep

o} pue ‘suosiad 9166z SI 18618 ymmolo) ueqin syl

'SuU0sJad QzZQ '9s | dlepowwiodoe
M Baie pugj syt ‘ployasnoy Jad suosiad
09°Z pue aJioe Jad sjun Buljjemp / Jo |enuajod e 1y

'S9JOE |eljuapisal
9|qepjing }8u ¢ G’/ ale aJsy) _>_._m_> G10¢ ®yj Uo pesed

~ sajewnsa Awoede;




‘sqgol jenualod €610 Buleloy Juswdojanapal

woJj Inooo ||im Jey) sqol G/ /9| Buipnjoul pue

‘lopoW spue| ajgepjing pue JuedeA ay} ul papn|oul

Jou aJe jeys (00¥‘2) sqol soyoes algnd sy} snid 8/6'9/
jo Ayoedeo gol [eiusiod e smoys NTGA GLOZ BUL -

'SOJ0B [BlLISNpUI
o|gep|ing }oU Z86'S PUE Saldk [BI2ISWWOD a|gep|ing
Jou /G0'¢ aJe a1ey} ‘WTIdA G10Z 9y} uo peseg .

S91eWI1S9 Allbede)




iy

4

¢ aunr Aq
92JaWWo) JO uswnedaq

01 Joday spue]
I|gepling g10¢ Hwgns

SdalS 1XaN




/Buiuue|d/A0B BM YJEe|0 MMM

$SuoIIsany



Ttow ¥3 (3

proud pant, premising fnturlj

A N Y

&

= gt s

.I.-.I-I...l-t-l..l..j..l..l-l-l-lu

- ———
H

.-l..-.l.l-,"m“vlnl. ...I-.l..l. :




rd of S

A b . b

David Madore, Chair
Tom Mielke
Jeanne Stewart

e D o, ok hey few s

Otliver Orjiako, Director

Gordy Euler, Program Manager
Gary Albrecht, Planner II

Jon Levitr

Community Planning would like to thank:

Ken Pearrow

Barbara Hatman



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Growth Management Act (GMA) requires the county and its cities to provide sufficient land
to accommodate specific population and employment targets, This is the third buildable lands
report since 1990. It presents a series of basic, quantifiable indicators in Clark County and tracks
how they are changing each year.

Clark County coordinated with its cities to compile data that shows the progress of each
community’s comprehensive plan toward the goals of sprawl reduction and concentrated urban
growth identified in the Growth Management Act. Each community collects development data,
which is forwarded to the county and added to a central database located at this
webpage: hitp:.//www.clark.wa.gov/planning/comp_plan/monitoring.html#capacity

The primary sources of data are new commercial, industrial and residential building permits from
July 1, 2006 through December 31, 2014, Clark County’s Geographic Information System (GIS)
was used to associate new building permits issued with city and urban growth area boundaries,
Vacant Buildable Land Model (VBLM), employment, assessor information, and constrained
land.

Following are the major observations presented in this report:

¢ Residential development within urban growth areas of Clark County consumed 1,245 acres
with a density of 4.7 dwelling units per acre. Based on the VBLM, there are 7,513 net
buildable acres that can accommodate 51,436 households. At 2.66 persons per household
urban growth areas can accommodate 136,820 persons.

¢ There were 1,387 building permits issued in the rural area on 7,799 acres. Given the
underlying zoning, the total vacant and development potential in the rural area is 9,390 lots.
Assuming 2.66 persons per household, there is potential for additional rural capacity of
24, 977 persons. Overall, the county can accommodate 161,797 persons.

* Review of development indicates that 43% of all residential development occurred on land
with some environmental constraint. More importantly, this percent does not imply that
development is occurring on lands with critical areas, because in general environmentally
constrained lands are not being developed.

¢ Building permit review and evaluation has indicated that commercial and industrial
development in the UGAs during the period consumed 3,372 acres of land. Commercial uses
consumed 2,704 acres and industrial uses consumed 668 acres. Based on the 2015 VBLM
inventory there are 2,057 net buildable commercial acres and 3,982 net buildable industrial
acres.
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Introduction ’

The Growth Management Act (GMA) requires the county and its cities to provide sufficient land
to accommodate specific population and employment targets. This report responds to and
satisfies the review and evaluation requirements of the Washington State Growth Management
Act (GMA) in RCW 36.70A.215, commonly referred to as the “buildable lands” statute. The
report was prepared by county staff and the cities using the Clark County Community
Framework process, the county’s adopted multi-jurisdictional process for GMA issues.

The Comprehensive Plan indicates the Buildable Lands Program, at a minimum should answer
the following questions:

What is the actual density and type of housing that has been constructed in UGA’s
since the last comprehensive plan was adopted? Are urban densities being achieved
within UGA’s? If not, what measures could be taken, other than adjusting UGA’s, to
comply with the GMA?

How much land was actually developed for residential use and at what density since
the comprehensive plan was adopted? Based on this and other relevant information,
how much land would be needed for residential development during the remainder of
the 20-year comprehensive planning period?

To what extent have capital facilities, critical areas, and rural development affected
the supply of land suitable for development over the comprehensive plan’s 20-year
timeframe?

Is there enough suitable land in Clark County and each city to accommodate county-
wide population growth for the 20-year planning period?

Does the evaluation demonstrate any inconsistencies between the actual level of
residential, commercial, and industrial development that occurred during the review
period compared to the vision contained in the county-wide planning policies and
comprehensive plans and the goals and requirements of the GMA?

What measures can be taken that are reasonably likely to increase consistency during
the subsequent eight-year period, if the comparison above shows inconsistency?

Clark County Buildable Lands Plan Monitoring Report ‘ 3



Process

Clark County, in consultation with each city, has been working cooperatively to address the
requirements of Section 215, In 2005, Community Planning received a grant from Washington .
State Department of Commerce formerly known as Community Trade and Economic
Development (CTED). That grant provided a valuable opportunity to unify buildable lands data
into one system and make collection and analysis easier for individual cities and the county.
Through that process, 2 methodology was developed for collecting the buildable land data in the
link below (see Data Transfer Protocols and Monitoring of Growth Management Trends).
http:/fwww.clark.wa.gov/planning/comp_plan/monitoring.html#capacity

The data collection methods and procedures were developed through the Clark County Growth
Management Act (GMA) Technical Advisory Committee (TAC). An Amendment to the
countywide planning policies was adopted by reference gs Ordinance 2000-12-16 by the Board
of County Commissioners. ‘

The Ordinance amended language in the Community Framework Plan to comply with the
requirements of RCW 36.70A.215. The Growth Management Act requires Clark County to
compile data that shows the process of each community’s comprehensive plan toward the goals
of the Growth Management Act. Each community collects development data, which is forwarded
to the county and added to a central database. The web site draws data from that database. It
allows citizens, interest groups, elected officials and advisory boards the most comprehensive
source of development data.

Methodology

Following the first Buildable Lands report, the county met with each building official and city
staffs to refine how data was to be compiled in the future. Each month, staff in each jurisdiction
(except Yacolt) forwards an electronic spreadsheet to the county with updated development data
such as permit types, parcel numbers, numbers of units, etc. Staff performs a quality assurance
check to ensure data has permit number, permit type, parcel number, number of units, building
square feet for non-commercial permits, and issue dates. They look for duplicates and check for
errors with parcel numbers, addresses, number of units and square feet.

If data is missing or incorrect, staff contacts the respective jurisdiction. Staff also adds missing
parcel numbers by using the parcel match option in Clark View.

Information Technology extracts permit data for Clark County and Yacolt, and transfers the files
to a server. The server completes the following steps: normalize and read data, translate data,
import data, obtain GIS data, generate reports in PDF format, and generates an exception report.
The exception report contains permits that are not recognized by the server. If the error rate is
greater than one to three percent per jurisdiction for the total number of permits, the county
contacts the jurisdiction to correct the discrepancy. County staff also performs a visual check to
confirm that the data has merged into the database correctly. The county runs another program
that creates a report and a PDF file that is automatically placed on the web.

The primary sources of data were from new commercial, industrial and residential building
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permits issued from July 1, 2006 through December 31, 2014. Clark County’s Geographic
Information System (GIS) was used to link parent parcel serial numbers taken from new building
permits issued to identify parcels within city and urban growth area boundaries, acreage and
critical lands coverage.

Baseline Assumptions
The 2007 Comprehensive Plan planning assumptions have to do with growth rates, population,
and persons per household, and are listed below:

* No more than 75 percent of any product type of detached/attached housing

» Average residential densities in urban areas would be 8 units per net acre for Vancouver, 6
for Battle Ground, Ridgefield, Camas, Washougal, 4 units per net acre for La Center, and no
minimum for the town of Yacolt

* Infrastructure factor of 27.7 percent for residential development and 25 percent for industrial
and commercial development

e 2.59 persons per household

e 20 employees per commercial acre; 9 employees per industrial acre

s A total population of 584,310 by 2024, from an annual growth rate of 2.0 percent, with 2.2
percent assumed in 2004-2010 for capital facilities planning purposes

COUNTYWIDE TRENDS, 2007-2014

Housing and Job Totals

Background and Relevance

Tracking the number of people who live and work in the community is a fundamental measure of
how fast the community is growing and what additional land may be needed to accommodate
future growth. A goal of growth management is to encourage the development of housing in
proximity to job growth, The strategy of balancing housing and job growth is intended to reduce
the need for long commutes, and to keep living and working communities easily accessible to
each other. However, when housing growth occurs it often takes several years for sufficient job
growth to occur in the area and vice-versa. Reduced vehicle trips result in less demand on the
existing street infrastructure.

Under the GMA, Clark County and its cities are required to plan for a total population projection
as provided by the state Office of Financial Management. Clark County’s population forecast for
the 20-year planning period ending 2035 is 578,391 in 2035. Since 2007, the County’s
population has increased by 34,139 persons or by 1.13 percent annually,

Data Collection .
Official population estimates as of January 1* for all cities and counties are produced annually
by Clark County GIS. Employment estimates were provided by the local office of the
Washington Department of Employment Security (ESD). Employment data includes workers
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covered by state employment insurance, not including self-employed workers. On. the following
page, table 1 shows the estimated population trends of urban growth areas in Clark County from
2007 to 2014. Table 2 illustrates Clark County household and job patterns from 2007 to 2014.

Annual Population Estimates for Clark County, 2007-2014

Table 1

18,867

19479 19,851

20,163

20,871

1.60%

20015 ] 20311 | 20626 | 21073 | 21,588 | 21,911 | 22,049 | 22,843 1.89%
3,017 3,069 3,010 3,050 3,220 3,135 3,163 3,209 0.88%

5015 5112 5175 5402 | 5608 5741 6,150 6,575 3.87%

Acol 293,973 | 296,859 | 300,055 | 300,625 | 302,108 | 304,262 | 307,767 | 315,460 1.01%
Washougal: 14003 | 14722 | 14,862 | 15007 | 15328 | 15249 | 15502} 15932 1.84%
Woodland 88 88 89 88 92 91 88 89 0.19%
Yacolt: . <. 1,535 1,578 1,613 1,636 1,645 1,644 1,653 1,661 1.13%
Rural County.’| 58408 | 58840 ] 59642 | 59689 | 60049 | 60,280 | 60,112 | 62205 0.90%
Totai: "1 414,708 | 419,445 | 424,368 | 425949 | 429,490 | 432,365 | 436,647 | 448,847 1.13%

SOURCE: Clark County Department of G15

NOTE: A portion of the City of Woodland is in Clark County.

Chart 1

Components of Population Change 1995-2014
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SOURCE: Washington State Office of Financial Management, hitp://www .ofm . wa, gov/
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Table 2
Clark County Household & Jobs, 2007-2014

2007 162,715| 137,500 0.85
2008 164,796 137,300 0.83
2009 165,755| 131,800 0.80
2010 166,989! 130,400 0.78
2011 168,148 131,600 0.78
2012 169,467] 134,400 0.7¢
2013 172,716] 138,500 0.80
| 2014 173,827| 144,300 0.83
Annual Average;
Percent changeé” 0.94% 0.69%!

SOURCE: Clark County GIS and ESD.
Observations

¢ Population growth has three components: births, deaths and migration. Migration is the
most volatile and has not recovered to pre-recession levels.

* Births and deaths have remained relatively constant over the last 20 years however deaths
have been trending slightly higher due to the aging population

¢ During this period, 6,800 new jobs and 11,112 new households were added to Clark
County.
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Employment

The GMA does not mandate a source that must be considered in planning for future employment.
However, in this report the county uses ESD to make comparisons between employment and
employment densities. In 2007, commercial and industrial employment assumptions were 20 and
9 jobs per acre, respectively, to plan for future employment.

Observations

e From 2007 to 2014, Clark County added 11,112 new households, an annual average change
of 0.94%; for the same period job growth was 0.69%.

¢ National recession starting in 2008 reversed a period of fast economic growth and low

unemployment, resulting in significant layoffs and unemployment rates increasing to 11% by
February 2013 in Clark County.
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GROWTH TARGETS AND CAPACITY

In 1992, Clark County began the VBLM analysis to determine the potential capacity of urban
growth areas to accommodate projected growth for the next 20 years to the year 2012, County
staff met with interested parties from the development and environmental community to
collectively examine criteria to be used to compute the supply of land available for development
within each urban growth boundary. From the process, a methodology was developed using
Clark County’s Department of Geographic Information System (GIS) as the primary data source.

The evaluation component of the RCW 36.70A.215 Review and Evaluation Program, at a
minimum, shall: “Determine whether there is sufficient suitable land to accommodate the
countywide population projection established for the county pursuant to RCW 43.62.035 and the
subsequent population allocations within the county and between the county and its cities and the
requirements of RCW 36.70A.110.”

The amount of land needed to accommodate projected growth through the 2035 planning horizon
is the subject of this section. The amount of buildable land needed will be instrumental in the
update of the comprehensive plan and provides a framework for addressing the land supply
needs of a new 20-year planning horizon.

Tables 3 below and Table 4 on the following page indicate the amount of residential land needed
to accommodate the projected population based on (1) the 2015 Comprehensive Growth
Management Plan baseline assumptions; and (2) the densities observed since 2006. Each table
provides the 2015 population (January 1st), the remaining population for planning horizon 2035,
and the residential units and acres needed.

Table 3
20353 Urban Growth Residential Land Need
Battle Ground 20,871 15,872 5,169 8 862 208 1,070
Camas 22,843 11,255 3,868 8 645 248 892
La Center 3,209 3,233 1,089 4 272 101 373
Ridgefield 6,575 13,087 4,377 6 729 280 1,009
Vancouver 315,460 52,786 21,723 8 2,715 907 3,622
Washougal 15,932 6,023 2,247 6 375 102 477
Woodland 89 229 83 4 21 5 25
Yacolt 1,661 303 88 4 22 22 44
Total 386,640 102,890 38,643 5,640 7,513

Source: Clark County Community Planning. Note: Land needs are based on the VBLM2(15 mode! using net acres.
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2035 Urban Growth Residential Land Need Based on Observed Density

Table 4

Battle Ground 20,871 15,872 5,169 42 1,231 161 1,070
Camas 22,843 11,255 3,868 3.8 1,018] 125 892
La Center 3,209 3,233 1,089 1.9 573] --200 373
Ridgefield 6,575 13,087 4,377 52 842 168 1,008
Vancouver 315,460/ 52,786 21,723 7 3,103 519 3,622
Washougal 15,932 8,023 2,247 6.6 341 136 477
Woodland 89 229 83 4 21 5 25
Yacolt 1,661 303 88 34 26 18 44
Total 386,640 102,890 38,643 7,154 7,513

Source; Clark County Community Pianning. Note: Land needs are based on the VBLM 2015 model using net acres. Observed densities are based
on actual development in urban areas. City densities are within city limits, except for Vancouver which uses full UGA density. Residential units
needed is based on person per household from the 2013 ACS data. Additional population not included in the vacant land model is 15,224 persons;
bringing the 2035 estimate to 118,114,

Summary

The observed unit per acre does not include existing platted, yet vacant lots or potential
densities based upon maximum lot sizes und current zoning of vacant or underutilized land.
The model relies on building permit data, not platted development data. A conclusion under
GMA that a jurisdiction has a surplus or deficit in lands available within a jurisdiction to
accommodate a planned population within a defined planning period, can only be concluded
through a thorough analysis of the underlying zoning, site constraints, site infrastructure and
platting patterns.

Based on the 2015 VBLM there are 7,513 net buildable acres. At a potential of 7 dwelling
units per acre and 2.66 persons per household, this land area will accommodate 136,820
persons. The Urban Growth estimate is 118,114 persons, and the January 1, 2015 Clark
County population estimate is 448,845. Therefore, the 2015 VBLM has capacity to
accommodate the anticipated Urban Growth population estimate.

Based on the 2015 VBLM, there are 2,057 net buildable commercial acres and 3,982 net
bujldable industrial acres. Thus, there is potential job capacity of 76,978 plus the public
sector jobs that are not included in the vacant and buildable lands model, and including

- 16,775 jobs that will occur from redevelopment totaling 101,153 potential jobs.

Based on the existing zoning, the total vacant and development potential in the rural area is
approximately 9,390 lots. Assuming 2.66 persons per household, there is capacity to add
24,977 persons in the rural areas.

See Appendix D for the City of Ridgefield’s planning consultants reply, Elizabeth Decker, on
the observed density surplus.
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In conclusion, based on observed density and the 2015 VBLM, Battle Ground, Camas and La
Center show small deficits. If residential development continues to develop at the observed
densities, then this deficit might become true by 2035, It is important to note that the observed
densities occurred at a period of a deep recession having a significant impact to development
occurring in the housing sector. However, Battle Ground, Camas, La Center, Ridgefield,
Vancouver, Washougal and Clark County have adopted local development regulations that may
reflect higher density development within the planning horizon,

Commercial and Industrial Needs Analvsis

In 2014, the Board of County Commissioners chose to plan for a total of 91,200 net new jobs.
The County has an estimated capacity of 101,153 jobs as follows: The 2015 VBLM, indicates a
capacity of 76, 978 jobs. The cities of Battle Ground, La Center, and Ridgefield, have indicated
they have additional capacity to accommodate 16, 755 jobs. Publicly owned land is not included
in the model, therefore we assume that the 7,400 new public sector jobs estimated by ESD will
* occur on existing publicly owned facilities.

Residential Capacity Analysis

Tables 5-7 on the following pages provide the vacant buildable lands per urban growth area in
the residential, commercial and industrial areas based on the 2015 VBLM. Countywide there are
7,513 net buildable residential acres with a capacity of 136,820 residents. See Appendix C for
the Vacant Buildable Lands Model planning assumptions.
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Table 5
Residential Capacity Analysis, 2015

Battle Ground

City 16206 737.8| 4427 11,774 6

UGA 75091 33201 1,992 5,299 6
Total 2,371.511069.8] 6419 17,073 6
Camas

City 1561.3] 700.2| 4,201 11,174 6

UGA 4322 1922 1,153 3,067 6
Total 1,093.5| 892.3] 5,354 14,242 &
LLa Center

Cilty 574.4| 2514 1,008 2675 4

UGA 314.1| 121.8 487 1,296 4
Total - 8885 3732 1493 3,971 4
Ridgefield

City 1,583.2| 654.0] 3924 10,438 8

UGA 858.2| 355.2| 2,131 5,669 6
Total 2,441.3(1,009.2 6,055 16,108 8
Vancouver

City 1,208.4| 567.1] 4536 12,067 8

UGA 6,764.4|3,055.4| 24443 65,019 8
Total 7,972.8/3622.5] 28,980 77,088 8
Washougal

City 57861 255.2| 1,531 4074 6

LUGA 499.2| 2214 1,328 3,633 6
Total 1,077.8| 4768} 2,360 7,606 6
Yacolt

City 65.1 3B6.4 146 388 4

UGA 164]. 7.3 29 77 4
Total 81.6 437 175 465 4
Woodland

City 5.8 2.0 8 21 4

UGA 88.9 23.3 93 247 4
Total 94.8 25.2 101 269 4
URBAN TOTAL|16,921.7| 7,5612.6] 51,436 136,820 7.
.Urban Growth Estimate 118,114

Source: Clark County Community Planning and VBLM 2015
Note: Residential marlet factor is included in the land capacity target.,
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Table 6
Rural Capacity Analysis, 2014

motdliRUra
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Table 7
Commercial and Industrial Capacity Analysis

Battle Ground

City 581.4| 3725] 7449 3353 177.3] 1,596 9,045

UGA 59,0 38.5 790 28.8 10,9 98 888
Total 650.4| 411.9| 8,239] 364.11 188.3] 1,694 9,933
Camas

City 514.3| 337.2| 6,744] 846.1] 456.9] 4,112 10,856

UGA 0.0 0.0 0 76.7 36.2 326 326
Total 514.3| 337.2| 6,744 9228 493.1| 4438 11,182
La Center

City 36| 44.2 884 83.3 48.2 434 1,318

UGA 0.0 0.0 0 1.1 0.7 6 6
Total 63.6 44 2 884 84.4 48.8 440 1,324
Ridgefield

City 2701 179.3] 3,587] 942.0| 506.2| 4,556 8,143

UGA 17.8 12.2 245 65.5 35.6 321 565
Total 287.9) 1916| 3,831| 1,0074| 541.8| 4,877 8,708
Vancouver

City 519.9| 369.1| 7,383| 2,706.5|1,391.1| 12,520 19,903

UGA 868.3| 604.2]12,083| 1,861.1]1,0224| 9,202 21,285
Total 1,388.3| 973.3119,466) 4,567.7|2,413.5/ 21,722 41,188
Washougal

City 83.8 56.3| 1,126| 167.8 62.9 566 1,693

UGA 45.5 31.8 635{ 343.0{ 205.2| 1,847 2,482
Total 120.3 88.1f 1,762{ 510.8] 268.1] 2,413 4175
Yacolt

City 14.1 10.6 211 9.7 8.5 59 270

UGA 0.0 0.0 0 39.6 21.9 198 198
Total 14.1 10.6 211 49.2 28.5 256 468
Woodland

City 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0

UGA 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0
Total - 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0
Urban Job Total |3,047.8]2,056.9|41,138( 7,506.4| 3,982.2 35,840 76,978
PublicSector - . 7400
'Employment Growth Target | ' B 101 153}

Source: Clark County Community Planning and VBLM 20]5 Note In February 2014 Clark Cou.nty recewed an apphcanon
for the establishment of an Industrial Land Bank on 601 acres with a potential of 5,400 jobs.
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DEVELOPMENT TRENDS, 2006-2014

Residential

Monitoring building permits provides a measure of the level of construction activity and the rate
at which residential land is being developed. Table 8 on the following page shows the number of
new single-family and multi-family building permits issued, and the single-family and multi-
family split from July 1, 2006 to December 31, 2014 for each of the Urban Growth Areas. Single
family includes single-family residential, accessory dwelling units (ADU), and mobile homes
(on individual lots), Multi-family includes multi-family residential, duplexes, and new mobile
home parks. For the residential split, Countywide Planning Policy 1.1.12 in the 2007 Clark
County Comprehensive Plan specifies that no more than 75 percent of new dwelling units to be a
specific product type (i.e. single-family housing). See Appendix C for an annual breakdown of
each jurisdiction’s building permits.
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Table 8

Single- and Multi-Family Building Permits, 2006-2014

100%

551| 66%| 237.3) 280| 34%| 11.8 831 249] 3.3
City 803| 72%| 267.9| 306| 28%| 20.7| 1,109 288 3.8
v |UGA 21{100% 9.3 0] 0% 0 21 9] 23
824| 73%| 277.2] 306 27%| 207} 1,130| 298| 3.8
City 66| 100% 34 0| 0% 0 66 341 1.9
2 JUGA 7| 100% 13.2 0 0% 0 7 13| 0.5
721 100% 472 0 0% 0 73 47 1.5
{City 680} 99% 130.3 4 1% 0.2 6841 131 5.2
UGA 51100% 62 0 0% 0 5 62| 0.1
685| 99%| 1923 4 1% 0.2 689| 193] 3.6
City | 1,728| 38% | 271.5|2,838| 62% 135| 4566| 408| 11.2
Z|UGA | 4,534 79% 1006( 1,220 21%| 51.8] 5,754/ 1,058 5.4
t | 6,262 61% 1277 4,058| 39% | 186.9]10,320] 1,464 7
City 547 7% 99f 163| 23% 7.9 7101 107| 6.8
UGA 71100% 40.4 0} 0% 0 7 401 0.2
5541 77% i 139.4] 163| 23% 7.9 717 147 4.9
City 511100% 15 0 0% 0 51 15| 3.4
“|UGA 0] 0% 0 0] 0% 0 0 0 0
511 100% 15 0] 0% 0 51 18] 34
1,383|100% | 7785.8 5| 0%| 156| 1,388|7,801| 0.2
4,381| 55% | 992.7] 3,591] 45%) 175.7| 7,972|1,168| 6.8
4619] 79% | 1193.1( 1,220 21% | 51.8| 5839]|1,245} 4.7
9,000 65% | 2185.8| 4,811 36% | 2275{13,811|24131 5.7

Source; Clark County Community Planning,
Clark County Buildable Lands Plan Monitoring Report 16




Chart 2 and chart 3 below show single-family and multi-family development by City from 2006
to 2014. '

Chart 2
New Single-Family Development Density by City, 2006-2014

Battle Ground
Camas

La Center
Ridgefield
Vancouver
Washougal
Yacolt

Clark County Rural

® Units per Acre

Chart 3
New Multi-Family Development Density by City, 2006-2014

Battle Ground
Camas

La Center
Ridgefield
Vancouver
Washougal

Yacolt

0.0 ' 5.0 10.0 15.0 20.0 25.0

® Units per Acre
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Between 2006 and 2014:

City of Vancouver achieved a density of 11.2 units per acre.

City of Battle Ground’s multi-family residential land developed at 23.7 dwelling units per
acre.

Overall, observed density on Single- & Multi-family residential dwelling units per acre is
5.7. .

The unincorporated portion of the Vancouver UGA achieved a 79% single-family and 21%
multi-family residential split which exceeds the County-wide planning policy of no more
than 75% of the new housing stock of a single product type.

The VUGA reported average of 7.0 units per acre appears to have been reduced by a very
small number of developments on existing large properties in the Urban Holding zone and
other properties with extensive critical areas. Data indicates new single family lots are
becoming smaller. The median size of new residential lots in urban density zones created
since 2007 was 5,400 sq.ft. within the City of Vancouver, 5,900 sq.ft. within the
unincorporated Vancouver UGA.
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Non-residential

Data on commercial building permits issued from July 1, 2006 through December 31, 2014 was
collected (Table 9), Tenant improvements were excluded unless the improvement resulted in an
increase of building square footage. The parcel serial number from each building permit was
linked to a GIS coverage to determine the parcel size, geography and critical area. Commercial
building permits include commercial, industrial and multi-family development. Table 10 below
reflects industrial building permits sorted by comprehensive plan designation for industrial uses.
The Department Information and Technology provided information for both tables below that are
shown as net acres. See Appendix B for Commercial and Industrial Building Permits by Year

and Jurisdiction,

Table 9
Commercial Building Permits by UGA

Baftle Ground 63| 224.8| 168.1 75%
Camas 27| 102.8 16.9 16%
La Center 2 4.5 0.3 7%
Ridgefield 6 33.6 12.6 38%
Vancouver 293| 1,5639.2| 54709 36%
Washougal 2 2.2 1.1 50%
Yacolt 1 1.1 0.0 0%

Total 394| 1,908.0f 747.0 39%

Rural 19| 795.7 552.6 69%
County Total 413{ 2,703.6| 1,299.6 48%

Table 10

Industrial Building Permits by UGA

Battle Ground 2 2.2 1.4 66%
Ridgefield 4 26.1 10.7 41%
Vancouver 68} 4656 222.0 48%
Washougal 1 1.2 1.2 101%

Total 75! 495.0/ 235.2 48%

Rural 4 1734 130.1 75%
County Total 79| 668.3| 3654 55%
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Observations

o Based on commercial building permits issued, development occurred on 2,703.6 acres of
commercially designated land and 668.3 acres of industrial designated land.

Employment Density Methodology

Information for employment below is based on new construction permits from July 1, 2006 to
June 30, 2014. The building permit information was matched to parcels and employment
locations to obtain acres and employment. In table 11, a total of 224 records matched between
the new construction permits and the employment records. Commercial values include the
following permit types: commercial, institutional, office and retail permit types. Industrial values
include industrial permit types.
Table 11
Commercial and Industrial Employment Density

T T ) rhan GrowthsATRad Lo T Tl T CU e
Battle |Camas|LaCenter |Ridgefield [Vancouver (Washougal [Yacolt{Rural [Grand

-~ |Ground Total
Commercial |Employees 882 127 22 223 15,523 0 Q
Acres 79 11 5 14 1,462 0 0
Employees per Acre 11.1 11.7 4.7 16.3 10.6 0.0 0.0
Employees 21 0 0 12 3,043 7 0
Industrial  |Acres 1 0 0 2 273 1 0 7 284

Employees per Acre 23.7 0.0 0.0 6.0 11.1 8.0 0.0l 1.4] 10.8
Source: Clark County GIS

Observations :
A caveat of the observations below is that they are from a limited set of employment data.

» The planning assumptions applied in 2007 were based on employees per net acre; twenty
(20) for commercial and nine (9) for industrial. The result is that the observed densities are
lower than the 2007 planning assumptions.

» From 2006 to 2014, new permits show employees per net acre for commercial at 9.3
employees per acre and industrial at 10.9 employees per net acre.

» Clark County has seen employment gains from 2006 to 2014, It is likely that some businesses

have added employees, which would not require new building permits and may account for
the low employment density reported.
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Development on Constrained Parcels

Background and Relevance

Tracking development on parcels with critical lands provides an indicator of impacts from
growth to the environment and illustrates the general effectiveness of environmental protection
measures. It is also an indicator of land demand. When there is a high demand for land,
development tends to occur more frequently on areas that are more difficult to develop. Critical
lands are identified in Clark County code Title 40 Unified Development.

Data Collection

Only the constrained portion of a parcel is identified in the VBLM. Table 12 illustrates the
percent of vacant and underutilized constrained land that converted to built by UGA for
residential, commercial and industrial land from 2007 to 2014. The critical layer is based on best
available science, and includes a new slopes layer and the most recent habitat and species
information. See Appendix C for a description of constrained acres.

Table 12
Vacant and Underutilized Land Converted to Built, 2007-2014

Urban Growth [ :- - == Residential ",
Area Total -~ " |Of Total Built-
Converted [Conyerted. |7 - | :
to Bullt” - {w/Constralnts |Percent Built [
{(Acres):.. - |{Acres)” 1 . [wiConstraints [{
Battle Ground 286 190 65.5% -
Camas 366 228 62.4%
La Center 23 7 29.2%
Ridgefield 322 162 50.4%
Vancouver 1,677 526 33.3%
Washougal 152 85 42.7%
Woodland 0 0 0.0%
Yacolt 14 3 40.7% .
Total UGAs 2,739 1,183 43.2% 489 193 39.6% 1,126 542 48.1%

Source; Community Planning and Clark County GIS

Observations

Between 2007 and 2014: :

e 1,183 acres of residential development occurred on parcels with some constrained areas, or
43.2%.

* 193 acres of commercial development occurred on parcels with some constrained areas or
39.6%.

-» 542 acres of industrial development occurred on parcels with some constrained areas or
48.1%
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Infrastructure Analysis

Background and Relevance
Land used for infrastructure is not available for housing or employment development. It is
important to know the amount of available land that will be needed to provide the necessary

infrastructure for development. This indicator will help calculate the amount of land needed for
growth.

Data Collection

The 2007 Comprehensive Growth Management Plan assumed infrastructure will consist of 27.7
percent for residential development and 25 percent for industrial and commercial development.
The Vacant Buildable land model comparison report provides a breakdown of easements &
infrastructure by residential, industrial, and commercial land. Table 13 below shows percentages

of residential, commercial and industrial portions of vacant and underutilized land that converted
to infrastructure from January 1, 2007 to December 31, 2014,

Table 13
Infrastructure Summary

Percent of- R

Residential | - Residential

1< Acres: - | Converted to
‘ W [ infrastrueture
Vacant & Underutilized Land (2007) 2,739.4
Easements & Right of Way 213.8 7.8%
Schools 10.2 0.4%
Public Lands (Except Right of Way) 171.0 6.2%
Greenway (Pubhc & Private) 330.0 12.4%
Easement &ilhfrastructure Totals: 733,907 26.8% "

Source: Clark County Community Planmng and Clark County GIS.

Note: In 2012, the County acquired the Leichner industrial properties of 120.96. Tt was not included in this table as it is under remedial action
through a consent decree under the Jurisdiction of Washington State Department of Ecology.

Observations

From January 1, 2007 to December 31, 2014, Residential easements and infrastructure consumed
less than the assumed 27.7 percent of development. About 734 acres or 26.8 percent of
residential vacant and underutilized land converted to infrastructure in all UGAs. For
commercial, almost 96 acres or 19.6% converted to infrastructure, Industrial had 242 acres
converted to infrastructure or 21.5%. There have been recent changes to Stormwater regulations
that may lead to more land being set aside for the retention of stormwater. However, there is
insufficient development data under the new regulations to warrant a change to the planning
assumptions. This is an area we will continue to monitor and update, as necessary.

The data collected for this report is available online at

http://www.clark.wa.gov/planning/comp_plan/monitoring.html#capacity or via CD-ROM from
Clark County Community Planning.
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APPENDIX A — Residential Building Permits by Yeaf and Jurisdiction

The foIIoWing residential tables are reported by year from July 1, 2006 to December 31, 2014 for
each jurisdiction and assembled by Clark County Community Planning,.

Table 1
Rural Annual Residential Development

Clark County 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 2006:2014
Single Family |Units |Acres - [Units JUnt [Acres™ | Units [Unlt | Acres \Gres| ‘ACTES [Acres |Units [Uni gres Wl AG Units
- : | e Used, [/Acre]s 7 [Used, ¢ : J§
Rucal 398]1,2682] 02 15012] 02] 150]6728] T 2
e e R P S ST N P s R S T
Rural g D 0 ; ; ¥ 156] 04
Total Rural | 198 786] 1,601.2] 0.2 1608728 686.5| 03] 169]898.0] 03] 171] 986.4] 0.2| 1,289]7,801.4] 0.2

Table 2

Battle Ground Annual Residential Development

Battle Ground 2006 2007
SingigEamilyy, |Units |ACiES” [ Units Uit | Adres | Uniigr Uy
L] - Uséd Jraere] - Used
City 23] 75| 31| 88| 176
UGA 7.2 ! ;
MulFamig. o : B TRk O :
City 12| 144 ] 3] 18 74| 08| 303 30| 1.0] 303] 122] 40 307] 0 280[_ 118] 237
Total UGA 27| 47| 18] 113 264 4.3 72| 40.8] 1.8] 130] 23.8] 64| 66| 29.3] 23| 51| t6.6] 37| 77] 30.2] 2.6 199] 34| 6.4] 68| s0d 28 831 245.4] 3.3

Table 3

Camas Annual Residential Development

Camas 2008 2007 2008 2017 7012 2013 Total 2006-2014 |
Single Family| Units]AéresOnits | Uil [Acros|Units [UNIt | Acres] Ui/ | D U] fes Ul Adres[UnitsY| a1 Onits | Agres]| Units,
’ Cluged {iacrs|s” + |Used:|tAcrafs | (Used jAcrel d.|&cre ] » 2d. | 4 Jsi e Iget ]
T 74| 1] 5| 34| 58] 106] 65 38 34] 60| 127] 47| 68| 15.8] 48] 118] 300 5.6] 159 32.8] 48| 803 2676] 8.0
UGA 0 o 10 !
T TN i e S S D NNy D RGN IR I T T T ]
[City 20[ 14| 14| 23| 18 124] 56| 16| 161 183 X X ! ) B[ 147]
Total UGA | 791 76.2| 3.0] 114 88.0] 13| 83| 120 6.9 417 190] 21.3] _4.6] 63| 13.8] 48] 138 22.3] 6.2] 131] 31.4] 4.2/ 256] 440 %.81130] 267.7] 3.8

Table 4

La Center Annual Residential Development

La Center 2008 2009 | 2010 _ ] _Total 20082014 |

s/{UL cres
B 5 )

. ] 1 1:5 4 2 2:0 1:0 1 1
MRl © | el e e e T S Rk T i
City v} . ] ] 0 0 0 0
|T_0laiUGA 2 53] 04) 15 700 22 6 1.3 47 T A0 2y 12 123 140 24 34 73 412 15
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Table §
Ridgefield Annual Residential Development

Ridgefield 2008 2009 2011 2012 Total 2006-2014
SiigleFan TAGres | Urits |Units] Acras | Unies/| UnJis{AGTes C AGres U g s [Agres, - Unts

) Used;| Acre- | Used-|A A ‘ N LEG
City £9 13.07 201 27 10.8] 54 7.1 15.4| 6.4 680 5,2
UGA 1 c4 5 0.1
Nulti-Farmily. 27 Sa i B i
Ci ] . .
Total UGA 50| B7.4| 098] 54 37| s5] 108] 54| 118] 21.2| 56| 475] 268] 65| 96| 154| 6.4| 688 1925 36

) Table 6
Vancouver Annual Residential Development

Vancouver 72008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Total 2006-2014

AFY

& [ ritsr i TAcres ] Urits!

- JAcres” - [Units|
Uséo:|Acre. |

ngla:Family
) Used . (#cre

Acras{Units!| Units|Acfes jUrits. [Units | Acras | Units! [ Unlts Atres Units
: |used JAcre’| |- |Used |/Acre|. . Used (Acre - " |Uséd ) iAg

P

148, 3 120] 20| 59 18] 66| 92| i4| 64| 182 31! 60| 216] 31| 7.0 1728 7712 64

City .

HGA AB4 5.0 65| 317] 55| 67 - 97| 46] 233] 65| 35| 397) 88| 45| 846] 482| 3.5] 674 S| 4534| 1,0062] 45
Miiti-Famity. 3| ) T R B S R T I R RN O T R O I P R e ) S IS ] R CRRT] N SRR A urs) I
City 403] 15| 26.8] 445 33| 13.6) 237 12| 19.8[ 73 7] 16.2] &7 2l 404| 92 2} 37.2] 305 15[ 209| 615 28] 21.9[ 01| 21| 28.2] 2838 135.1] 21.0
UGA 5 ol 13.5] 127 2f 531 29 1] 663[ 2 0] 13.3] 18 1 21.7] 206 3| 61.3] 163] 10| 169| 683| 25| 226| 87 8| &4] 1220 520| 23.5

TomlUGA |1020] 133] 7.7| 1943 278 7.4] 8a7| 122] 7.7] 612] 83| 6.2[ 613] e8] 6.7 623 86] 7.3]1047| 143] 7.3{2080] 267 7.7)1566{ 249 6.3]10,320] 1,464.6 7.0

Table 7
Washougal Annual Residential Development

Washougal 2008

2011
STFalé Family| Urvis [ Acres Ui rits. orG
74

2012 2014 Total 2006-2014
T T et | Uit JAcres |Urit

i [1Acre

Mzii-Farmitysi] 4
Clty

?al.aIUGA 268 33:2 81| 88 12:2 72| 22| 38| s8] 45| 7.6] 5.9 62 10.7] 58) s0[ 10.8] 46| 102| 236] 43| 80 45.4] 1.8) 717 147:3 49
Table 8
Yacolt Annual Residential Development
Yacolt 2006 i 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 2006-2014
Single Family[Urits | Acres1Units [Uinits"tAcres{Units/) Units | Acres | Units/ |Units |Acres (Unjts/ Urits Ag,r'e:s_ its-|Unlts [Acres | Units! {Units:| Agres {Units [ Units Acres | Units/ | Units?) Acres [Units
Jlacist o ¢ JUsed Used:|Acre Used [Acre ‘[Used |/acr -(UsedilActe | Used (fAcrs| " (Used fAcre Acre - Used. |#Acré

15.0| 34
150 3.4

45
0.2 4.3

%4l 7| 03] 58| O
a4 1] 02 58] 0

i3
13

18] 29[ 14| 48] 29
18] 3] 14 48] 29

-l

Cy | 15 48
Total UGA 18[ 4.8

on

-
L)
=
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APPENDIX B — Commercial & Industrial Building Permits by Year and Jurisdiction

The following commercial and industrial tables are reported by year for each jurisdiction from
July 1, 2006 to December 31, 2014, and are from Clark County Information Technology.

Table 1
Battle Ground Annual Commercial and Industrial Permits

2006
2007 1
2008 1

Commercial

industrial

N | e |oo o |-+ o o [t o

Industrial Total" - | -

Table 2
Camas Annual Commercial Permits

Commercial

oo I8 (oo Ino oo [ oo

Ry

Coimercial Total - -
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Table 3
La Center Annual Commercial Permits

f Commercial

Table 4
Ridgefield Annual Commercial and Industrial Permits

‘Commercial

Commercial Total

9.2 39%

Industrial

101070 41%

1
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Table 5

Vancouver Annual Commercial and Industrial Permits

Commercial

Industrial

Industrial Total -7 | |-

Table 6

Washougal Annual Commercial and Industrial Permits

Washougal UGA_ |’

- Commercial

Commercial Total: .

Industrial

Industrial Total ' .

2] 7A00%
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Table 7

Yacolt Annual Commercial Permits

Commercial

Commercial Totar

Table 8

Rural Clark County Commercial and Industrial Permits

20086 3 6.0 3.7
2007 3 212.5 1701 80%
2009 3 46.4 32.2 69%
Commercial 2010 2 9.5 55 58%
2011 3 316.5 192.6 61%
2013 4 2023 148.5 73%
12014 1 _0.0 0%
CommercialTotal |7 ' L 552.6f 1 69%
2007 1 7.3 7.1 97%
Industrial 2009 15.0 4.9 33%
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APPENDIX C - VACANT BUILDABLE LANDS MODEL

The Vacant Buildable Lands Model (VBLM) is a planning tool developed to analyze
residential, commercial, and industrial lands within urban growth areas. The model
serves as a tool for evaluating urban area alternatives during Clark County 20-year
Comprehensive Growth Management Plan updates and for monitoring growth patterns
during interim periods. The VBLM analyzes potential residential and employment
capacity of each urban growth area within the county based on vacant and underutilized
land classifications. This potential capacity is used to determine the amount of urban
land needed to accommeodate projected population and job growth for the next 20 years
during plan updates and to analyze land consumption or conversion rates on an annual
basis for plan monitoring purposes. -

in 1992, Clark County began evaluating vacant lands as part of the initial 20-year
growth management plan. At that time, County staff met with interested parties from
development and environmental communities to examine criteria and establish a
methodology for computing potential land supply available for development. A
methodology relying on the Clark County Assessors database and Geographic
Information System (GIS) as primary data sources was developed. As a result the
VBLM is a GIS based model built on geoprocessing scripts.

In the spring of 2000, the Board of Clark County Commissioners appointed a technical
advisory committee consisting of local government agencies, Responsible Growth
Forum members, and Friends of Clark County to revisit this process. They reviewed
definitions for each classification of land and planning assumptions for determining
potential housing units and employment.’

Another comprehensive review of the VBLM criteria and assumptions was undertaken
in 2006 as part of the growth management plan update. This review compared the
1998 prediction to the 2006 model. This review demonstrated that for the most part the
model was a good predictor of what land would develop. However, changes were made
to the model based on results of this review. Important changes to the model inciude:

+ Underutilized land determination for all models was changed to a building
value per acre criteria. -

+ The industrial model and commercial model now have consistent
classifications. The industrial model was revised to match the commercial
process.

+ Environmental constraints methodology changed from applying assumptions
to parcels based on percentage of critical land to simply identifying
constrained and non constrained land by parcel and applying higher
deductions to constrained lands.
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Example Map of Constrained Lands

[ 4

vBLM Classiﬂcatl‘ 1 G

m Bum _
- i w.rCritical :
Resmentlal Vacant

m Public Faclllties S
- Public Faclllties wICritical

Benefits of the current improvements are more consistency and easier monitoring of the
model. Better accounting for private open space, constrained lands, and exempt port
properties. And calculations for underutilized lands are more dynamic.

Model Classifications

The model classifies lands into three urban land use categories--residential,
commercial, and industrial. Lands are grouped into land use codes based on
comprehensive plan designations for model purposes. Lands designated as parks &
open space. public facility, mining lands, or airport within the urban growth areas are
excluded from available land calculations. Additionally, all rural and urban reserve
designated lands are excluded from the model. Table 1 lists a breakdown of the land
use classes.

Clark County Buildable Lands Plan Monitoring Report ~30



Table 1: Land Use Classes

1 Urban Low Density Residential Residential — Urban Low
1 Single-Family Low Residential -~ Urban Low
1 Single-Family Medium Residential — Urban Low
1 Single-Family_High Residential — Urban Low
2 Urban Medium Density

Residential Residential ~ Urban High
2 Urban High Density Residential | Reésidential — Urban High
2 Multi-Family Low Residential — Urban High
2 Multi-Family_High Residential — Urban High
3 Neighborhood Commercial Commercial
3 Community Commercial Commercial
3 General Commercial Commercial
3 City Center Commercial
3 Regional Center Commercial
3 Downtown ' Commercial
3 Commercial Commercial
4 Mixed Use Commercial
4 Town Center Commercial
5 Office Park/Business Park Commercial
5 Light industrial/Business park Commercial
5 Employment Campus Commercial
6 Light Industrial Industrial
6 Heavy Industrial Industrial -
6 Railroad industrial Industrial
6 Industrial Industrial
33 Mixed use - Residential Residential
34 Mixed use - Employment Commercial

The mode! classifies each urban parcel as built, vacant, or underutilized by the three
major land uses. Additionally lands with potential environmental concerns and/or
geologic hazards as consistent with the applicable section of the Clark County and other
municipal codes are classified as constrained (critical lands) lands. Constrained lands
are identified by parcel in the model.

Constrained lands include:

# 100 year floodplain or flood fringe

# Wetlands inventory (NWI, high quality, permitied, modeled) with 100
foot buffer ‘

# Slopes greater than 15 percent (>25% for City of Vancouver)

# | and slide area that has active or historically tinstable siopes

# Designated shorelines
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@ Hydric soils with 50 foot buffer

W Habitat areas with 100 foot buffer

@ Species areas with 300 foot buffer

M Riparian stream buffers by stream type (Table 2)

Table 2: Riparian Buffers

StEamELYDE
Type S (Shoreline) 250 Feet 175 Feet
Type F (Fish Bearing) 200 Feet 175 Feet
Type NP (Non-fish
bearing, perennial) 100 Feet 150 Feet
Type NP (Non-fish
bearing, seasonal) 75 Feet 100 Feet

Residential Model

Important residentia! classifications include vacant, vacant critical, underutilized, and
underutilized critical. These classes are used to determine gross acres available for
development. Vacant exempt, vacant lots less than 5,000 square feet and all other
classes are exciuded from available land calculations. Table 3 lists all residential

classes.

Table 3: Residential Classifications

Not Residential
1 Built
2 Unknown
3 Vacant
4 Underutilized
5 Roads and Easements
6 Mansions and Condos
12 Built Exempt
13 Vacant Exempt
14 Vacant Critical
18 Underutilized Critical
19 Less than 5,000 square feet
20 Private Open Space
21 Parks and Open Space

Criteria for classifying residential lands are as follows:

+ Residential Vacant Criteria
@ Building value less than $13,000
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Not tax exempt

Not an easement or right of way

Not a state assessed or institutional parcel
Not a mobile home park

Parcel greater than 5,000 square feet

+ Underutilized _

W Same as Vacant except building value criteria is replaced with a
building value per acre criteria.

W Building value per acre of land is below the 10" percentile of building
value per acre for all residential parcels within ali UGAs. The 10"
percentile is calculated by the model for each year and for each UGA
alternative.

¥ Parcel size greater than 1 acre

+ Mansions and Condos
# Parcel size greater than 1 acre
@ Building value per acre greater than the 10t percentile.

+ Residential Exempt
# Properties with tax exempt status

+ Easements and right of ways

+ Constrained (Critical lands) -
| All classifications may be subdivided into constrained vs. not
constrained. Constrained lands are described above.

Commercial and Industrial Models

Commercial and industrial lands are classified using consistent criteria with one
exception; industrial classes include exempt port properties in the current model.

Important commercial classes for determining gross acres available for development
inciude vacant, vacant critical, underutilized, and underutilized critical. Vacant exempt
and vacant lots less than 5,000 square feet are excluded from available land
calculations. Table 4 lists all commercial classes.
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Table 4: Commercial Classifications

0 Not Commermal
1 Built

2 Vacant
3 Underutilized
5

7

9

Vacant Lot less than 5,000 sq feet
Vacant Critical

Underutilized Critical

10 Vacant Exempt

Important industrial classes for determining gross acres available for development
include vacant, vacant critical, exempt vacant port property, exempt vacant port
property critical, underutilized, underutilized critical, exempt underutilized port property,
and exempt underutilized port property critical. . All exempt not port properties are
excluded in the available land calculations. Table 5 lists all industrial classes.

Table 5: Industrial Classifications

Not Industrial
Vacant

Underutilized

Vacant Critical

Underutilized Critical

Built

Exempt Vacant Port Property
Exempt Vagcant Not Port

Exempt Vacant Port Property Cntlcai
10 Exempt Underutilized Port

11 Exempt Underutilized Port Critical
12 1 Exempt Underutilized Not Port

15 Easements

oo~ nlw|m|=|olmE

Commercial and industrial models classify vacant and underutilized land as follows:

+ Vacant land

# Building value less than $67,500

# Not “Assessed With”- Some parcels are assessed with other parcels.
These parcels are often parking lots, or multiple parcels comprising a
single development. All assessed with parcels are considered built.

@ Not Exempt.

+ Port property is exempt, and is included as a separate
classification in the Indusirial land model.
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# Not an Easement or right of way
W Parcel greater than 5,000 square feet
@ Not a state assessed or institutional parcel

+ Underutilized Lands
® Same as vacant except building value criteria is replaced with a
building value per acre criteria of less than $50,000.

+ Constrained (Critical lands)
u  All classifications may be subdivided into constrained vs. not
constrained. Commercial and industrial constrained lands are defined
the same as residential constrained lands and are listed above.

+ Exempt Port Properties in the Industrial Model
® includes lands that are under port ownership and available for
development. Buildable exempt port properties are included in
available land caiculations.
il Port properties can be classified as vacant, underutilized, or
constrained.

The model produces a summary of gross residential, commercial, and industrial acres
available for development. Gross acres are defined as the total raw land available for
development prior to any deductlons for infrastructure, constrained lands, and not to
convert factors.

Planning Assumptions

The next step in the buildable lands process is applying planning assumptions to the
inventory of vacant and underutilized gross acres in order to arrive at a net available
land supply. These assumptions account for infrastructure, reduced development on
constrained land, and never to convert factors. Use factors along with employment and
housing units per acre densities are applied to derived net acres to predict future
capacities.

Residential Model Planning Assumptions:

¥ 27.7% deduction to account for both on and off-site infrastructure needs.
20% infrastructure deduction for mixed use lands.
+ Never to convert factor
& 10% for vacant land
@ 30% for underutilized
+ 50% of available constrained (critical) land wil! not convert
¥+ 60% of mixed use land will develop as residential, 85% residential for Battle
Ground mixed use - residential and 25% residential for mixed use -
employment.
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Commercial and industrial Model Planning Assumptions

¥ 25% infrastructure factor applied for both commercial and industrial lands.

+ 20% of available constrained {critical) commercial and mixed use land will not
convert '

+ 50% of available constrained (critical) industrial land will not convert

+ 40% of mixed use land will develop as commercial, 15% commercial for
Battle Ground mixed use - residential and 75% commercial for mixed use -
employment.

Employees and unit per acre density assumptions are applied to net developable acres
to predict future employment and housing unit capacities. Densities are set by the
Current Planning staff based on observed development and comprehensive plan
assumptions for each UGA.

Applied residential densities vary by UGA. Table 6 lists the units per acre by UGA.

Table 6: Residential units per Acre

Battle Ground
Camas

La Center
Ridgefield
Vancouver
Washougal
Woodland
Yacolt

rolo|lolo|s|lo|lof@:

Applied employment densities vary by land use as well. Commercial classes which
includes commercial, business park, and mixed use categories apply 20 employees per
acre while industrial classes apply 9 employees per acre.

Applying residential and employment planning assumptions to the VLM results produce
housing units and employment carrying capacity estimates for urban growth areas.
These estimates help monitor growth on an annuai basis and is part of the criteria used
for setting UGA boundaries during growth management plan updates.
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Current medel layers and reports are available for viewing in Clark County’s GIS Maps
Online web application at:

http://gis.clark.wa.gov/vbim/

Underutilized land classes are grouped with vacant classes by land use in Maps Online
and on other map products. Table 7 lists the group classes used for mapping.
Table 7: Group Classes

GREG

1 Built

2 Built w/Critical

3 Residential Vacant

4 Residential Vacant w/Critical
5 Commergial Vacant
6

7

8

9

Commercial Vacant w/Critical
Industrial Vacant

Industrial Vacant w/Critical
Public Facilities

10 Public Facilities w/Critical

11 Parks and Open Space

12 Parks and Open Space w/Critical
13 Roads and Easements

For more information on the model inputs, structure and outputs, please contact Clark
County Community Planning at (360) 397-2280 or Clark County Geographic Information
System (GIS) at (360) 397-2002.

I
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APPENDIX D — ASSESSMENT OF REASONABLE MEASURES

Clark County and the incorporated cities within the county have completed review under RCW
36.70A.215 which includes comparisons between development that has occurred and the original
planning assumptions and targets.

In summary, several of the cities have addressed their reasonable measures by adopting local
development regulations. However, these changes in regulations may not immediately reflect
higher density development within the time reviewed (2006-2014). The market and economy
might regulate development and density, which may delay development with higher densities.
These adopted measures will likely be reflected in the next buildable lands evaluation report. If
cities do not increase their densities, then county-wide planning policies will need to be amended
possibly before the next Buildable Lands Report is completed.

The following actions were previously identified as necessary revisions to local development
regulations. These revisions were to be incorporated into the update process and adopted in an
ordinance or resolution to ensure compliance with the GMA. These measures reflect changes in
regulation that would gradually allow for higher density development within the planning
horizon.

City of Battle Ground

e The City of Battle Ground Comprehensive Plan, 2004, Chapter 3: Land Use Element,
reviewed the ratio of zoned land to density goals, assuring the plan is implementing current
countywide density goals and housing type mix.

e Battle Ground has developed a mixed-use ordinance, Ord. 04-024 § 20 (part), 2004. Their
updated 2006 development code, Title 17, Chapter 17.101.040 and 2004 Comprehensive
Plan, examine minimum densities in certain districts as tools to achieve density goals.

o Battle Ground Comprehensive Plan, 2004, contains a growth management element that
addresses annexation and sub-area planning in four growth management goals, listed below,

Growth Management Goal 1: The City will seek a sustainable rate of
growth

Objectives

GMO1.1 The City will coordinate its growth projections and growth goals with
other jurisdictions.

GMO1.2 The City will balance its growth with other City goals.

GMO1.3 The City will strive to grow at a rate that maintains its smail town
character.

GMO1.4 The City will work to provide adequate urban services concurrently
with development. '
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GMO1.5 The City will encourage efficient growth within the existing city limits
before pursuing additional annexations.

GMOL1.6 The City will coordinate with Battle Ground School District during
annexation processes to maintain District service standards

Growth Management Goal 2: Future growth is to occur primarily to the
west and south of the current city limits and in all directions consistent
with the 50-year vision.

Objectives
GMO2.1 The City will primarily focus future planning efforts to the south and

west of the current city limits.
GMO2.2 The City will focus secondary planning efforts for futire growth to the
north and east.

Growth Management Goal 3: The City will encourage the efficient and
sustainable expansion of the City through the Urban Growth Areas.

Objectives

GMO3.1 The City will seek to achieve desirable growth patterns through
annexatons.

GMO3.2 The City will seek to achieve a jobs/housing balance through

annexations.

Growth Management Goal 4: The City will work with the County and
other jurisdictions in determining growth policies for the Area of
Influence.

Objectives
GMO4.1 The City will seck to preserve the Area of Influence for future urban

growth paiterns anticipated by the Vision.
City of Camas

» The City of Camas designated and zoned land,
consistent with the 2007 Clark County Framework
Plan, 52% of the land for single-family residential
and 7% for multifamily with a range of densities
such that the average density for new development
can yield six units per acre. The City has designated
the remaining -area for 20% to industrial
development, 12% for Light Industrial/Business
Park development, and 9% for Commercial
development.
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* According to the County’s 2035 projections, the City must accommodate 3,868 additional
housing units within the 20-year planning horizon. The City has approximately 3,607
vacant, platted or approved lots/multi-unit complexes within the existing city limits. There
are also development agreements within vacant lands that will provide an additional 583
units, Notwithstanding lands within the UGB that have not been annexed, this combined
data provides the city with 4,190 future residential units—a surplus of 322 units within the
20-year planning horizon. A study in 2013 for the purpose of updating the City's
transportation impact fees in 2013, forecasted that the City can accommodate a total of
7,002 additional housing units within the 20 year planning horizon. Both methods of
factoring future units conclude that there will be a surplus of residential units within the
planning horizon and densities in excess of 6 units per acre.

» The City of Camas adopted development standards that encourage density and efficient
development of land. The following regulations in Camas Municipal Code (CMC) allow for
flexible lot sizes and dimensions, to include: the Planned Residential Development code
{CMC Chapter 18.23); Accessory Dwelling Units code (CMC Chapter 18.27); Mixed Use codes
(CMC Chapters 18.22 and 18.24); and Flexible Development codes (CMC Chapter 18.26).

» The City has approximately 2,854 acres designated for employment (combined commercial
and industrial lands), or 41% of the overall acreage. The County estimates that there is
1,279 gross acres of vacant and underutilized employment land, with a potential for
creating 12,157 additional jobs.

City of La Center

In 2006, the City La Center adopted new density requirements with single family zoning
(LDR-7.5) at a minimum density of four (4) dwelling units per acre. Ninety percent of all
new parcels in this district must average within 10 percent of 7,500 square feet as a total
development and any phase within the development. LCMC18.130.080.

In 2006, the City of La Center’s medium density residential (MDR-16) set a minimum

requirement of eight units per net acre, and a maximum density of 16 units per net acre.
LCMC 18.140.010

In 2007, the City of La Center adopted critical area development regulations that prohibit the
creation of lots in wetlands or wetland buffers, allowing the city to achieve a higher net
density. LCMC 18.300.050.4.f.iii.

In 2010, La Center amended their municipal code Title 18 Subdivision Provisions to mandate
applicants remainder lost must contain at least 50 percent buildable area, and that the
remainder lot is capable of being developed to urban density standards. LCMC 18.210.100.

See City of La Center’s correspondence to their observed density.
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La Center Correspondence

From: Eric_Eisermnanin

To: Albrecht, Gary: Qrjiako, Oliver; Lebowsky, Laurie
Cec: Jeff Sarvis; "Elizabeth Decker®: Naomi Hansen
Subject: Buildable land report - Remedial action

Date: Friday, May 08, 2015 11:58:15 AM

Attachments: BLR Subdivivision table v2.docx
MulitFamilytHousingMap. pdf

Hello Gary,

I response to the recent iteration of the Buildable Land Report (BLR) the City of La Center

would like to add the attached information in the County record and make the following

comments. :
Residential Land Supply. La Center, like every other jurisdiction in Clark County,
experienced a dramatic run-up of housing activity in the early 2000s and an equally
dramatic crash of housing starts as a result of the great recession. The City is recovering
slowly, more so than Ridgefield or Camas. During the run-up, from 2005 — 2008, La
Center approved 305 new single family lots. Each of the preliminary plats met the City’s 4
DU/NET ACRE standard. Two subdivisions reached Final Plat (Hanna’s Farm and Gordon
Crest), however, 40% of their combined lots remain vacant as a result of the recession. Five
(5) additional subdivisions, totaling 188 lots, were moving forward-but abruptly stopped.
Now, two are very close to final plat approval (Kays and Gordon Crest II) and two more
have awakened and are moving forward. Earlier this year the City conducted a pre-
application conference for Sunset Terrace, a new 121 lots subdivision along NE 339t st
Given this ‘ground-truthing’ information, it is highly unlikely that La Center has a surplus
of residential land. ‘

County-approved subdivision in La Center UGA. During the recession, Clark County
approved the subdivision of approximately 75 acres of land within the La Center UGA
creating 13 new lots. The average density of these new developments is 1 DU/S acres. It is
difficult to imagine how these lands in the La Center UGA will develop to urban densities
during the 20-year planning horizon. I encourage you to consider the effect County-
approved 5 acre lots has on La Center’s density performance. (These lots at the City
boundary limits and along arterial streets were approved with septic service. La Center
requires all dwellings built on newly created land to connect to City sanitary sewer.)

Net Density. In La Center new subdivisions must achieve 4 DU/NET acre. 90% of all new
subdivision lots must be within 10% of 7,500 S.F. The maximum allowable lot is 10,000
S.F. and the minimum 6,000SF. Like other jurisdictions La Center

has an abundant supply of critical lands. The City prohibits the creation of lots in

wetlands or wetland buffers. (LCMC 18.300.050.4.£.iii.) Consequently the city is able to
achieve a higher net density.
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Multi-family dwellings. La Center has 56 multi-family units in the City limits. See attached
map. The Residential Professional (RP) zoning district allows single family development (4
DU/acre), multi-family units (8-16 units/acre), and retail/office uses. The Timmen Mixed
Use (MX) zoning district allows single family development (4 DU/acre), multi-family units
(8-16 units/acre), and retail/office uses. In the MX zone no single use may be less than 25
percent, nor more than 50 percent, of the net acreage. Regrettably, the multi-family and
mixed use market has not yet found La Center a favorable location.

We recognize that the BLR is a general model. That is why we are pleased to provide
this information to you in hopes that the model will more accurately tell the story of what is
happening in La Center.

If you have any questions, please contact me directly.

Thank you.

Eric

Eric Eisemann

E2 Land Use Planning, LLC
215 W. 4th Street, Suite # 201
Vancouver, WA 98660

360.750.0038
e.eisemann(@ec2landuse.com
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Attachment: BLR Subdivivision table v2,docx

Subdivision PIN Location File Gross Lots
: Acres
. LaCenter UGA . | Approved by Clark County - s
East Fork Estates 986028830 | 1514 NW 339" St. La PLD2010-00008 40+ | 10
{Goode Cluster) Center, WA Final plat 2010
Perrott Short Plat 205062000 2219 NE 339" St. PLD-2008-0005 35+ 3
La Center, WA Final Plat in 2009
Totals 5.7 DU/Acre 75+ 13

- City of La Center. | Lots

Hanna's Farm 258505000 | North of NW Pacific 2005-001-SUB ) 17.07 | 57

62965040 Highway 21 vacant lots
258924000
62965094
Gordon Crest 258894000 West of Aspen Ave 2005-007-sUB 18.19 60
258896000 26 vacant lots
258943000
Total Final Plats 3.31 DU/ Gross ac. 35.26 117
Approved
Preliminary Plats
Kays 209488000 South West of NW . 12008-016-5UB 11.8 37
Pacific Highway
Gordon Crest || 258892000 West of Aspen Ave 2006-012-5UB 6.74 26
Highland Terrace 258636000 East of NW Pacific 2006-019 5UB 25.3 100
258702000
258703000
258704000
258727000
258763000
Dana Heights 62647000 North of East 7" Street 2006-002-SUB 3.87 14
Sargent 258717000 34102 NW Sth Avenue 2006-033-5U8 5.3 11
Preliminary Plat 3.55 DU/Gross ac. 53.01 188
Total
La Center Buildable Land Report Comments: 2005 — 2014 - 5/8/2015

* Note: New subdivisions must achieve 4 DU/Net acre. New plats must achieve 7,500 5.F. average lot size, The
maximum iot size, allowable at the perimeter of the City Limits, is 11,000 S.F.
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Attachments: MulitFamilvHaousinaMap.pdf
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Ridgefield Correspondence .

From: Elizabeth Decker
To: Albrecht, Gary; Orjiako, Oliver; Eric Eisemann; Jeff Niten
Subject; VBLM remedial actions for Ridgefield Date:
Friday, May 08,2015 5:13:20 PM
Attachments: VBLM PreliminaryPlatInfo.docx
Hi Gary,

1 had a few comments to submit regarding the recent version of the Buildable Lands Report
for the City of Ridgefield, and would like to have these comments included in the record.

Residential Land Supply: A couple of things I want to put in the record for the VBLM report
for Ridgefield since the change in methodology shows the City with a 63 acre surplus for
residential land, when the previous versions showed Ridgefield with a significant deficit. The
City, as have most areas, suffered a tremendous downturn in development activity during the
great recession. We have several hundred lots platted preliminarily and those lots still exist,
and are going through the final plat process and/or being constructed now at a rapid pace.
Several subdivisions and PUDs I want to bring to your attention include Ridgefield Woods
which just received signatures on the final plat last week and contains 34 single family home
lots. Canterbury Trails received preliminary plat approval in 2006 and is now going through
the process to finalize the plat. Canterbury Trails will provide for 69 single family home lots.
Pioneer Canyon Phases 3 and 4 are rapidly coming on-line and '

will provide both single family and multi family home sites. Bella Noche is coming forward
with a revised preliminary plat that will provide 30 lots. Hawks Landing was preliminary
platted recently and will move forward with 57 lots in the near future. Additionally, the
Kemper subdivision was approved in 2007 for a total of 200 single family homes sites, none
of which have been constructed at this time, In total, Ridgefield knows of 444 single and
multifamily lots that will be coming forward within a year for final plat or have been final
platted within the past month.

We estimate an additional 290 lots may move forward to final plat within the coming
years, based on existing preliminary plat approvals, for a total of 734 lots on over 200 acres
of residential land. These lots have already been committed to development and should
not be calculated and vacant and buildable in the County's report.

Another factor that will impact the development potential of the residential land in the City's
UGA is the City's strong commitment to parks. The City requires 25% of residential land be
dedicated to park and open space during the development approval process. While up to half
of that dedication may contain critical areas, the other half must contain active usable space.
An override for the standard infrastructure deduction would be an appropriate remedy to
accurately reflect the residential land Ridgefield has available for future development, We
would suggest an additional 12.5% of gross acres be deducted from the VBLM totals to
account for active usable space required for parks use, assuming that the critical areas have
already been accounted for in the VBLM standard deduction.

A final consideration is that some of the residential land within Ridgefield's UGA has already
been developed as large lot subdivisions under County standards, which will make it unlikely
and difficult for that land to be developed at urban densities.

Clark County Buildable Lands Plan Monitering Report 45



Multifamily Targets: The City currently has sufficient low and medium density residential
land to achieve a 75/25 split for new development, however, the market for single-family
development has moved more quickly than multifamily development. While on-the-ground
suplply of multifamily housing does not yet meet the 25% split, the City will comply at full
build-out as proposed in the 20-year plan. Further, there are additional opportunities for
higher density residential development in the City's commercial and mixed-use zones.

The City is under taking several major planning efforts including the 45th and Pioneer sub-
area plan which is expected to provide up to 2,000 dwelling units during the planning
horizon along with commercial uses. Ridgefield Junction sub-area and the
Downtown/Waterfront sub-area are expected to promote additional dwelling units as well.

The VBLM can’t, unfortunately, take into account what is planned for in our current _
boundary and only recognizes what is on the ground at a moment in time. However, I think
this e-mail should provide the county policy makers with the appropriate information to
determine that the 63 acre surplus is not retlective of the development activity occurring
now, or expected to occur over the next several years. Additionally, the model or the staff
discussion of the model should take into account the additional ways in which Ridgefield
can satisfy its 75/25 housing split with future mixed use development.

Thank you,
Elizabeth

Elizabeth Decker

City of Ridgefield Consulting Planner
503.705.3806

edecker@jetplanning.net
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Attachments: VBLM PreliminaryPlatinfo.docx

Technical information: Supplemental VBLM Information

City of Ridgefield

The following are active preliminary plats with potential to be final platted.

Subdivision Name Assessor serial | Location Number of lots
number
Ridgefield Woods 986036007 45" and Pioneer 34 (has been recorded
on GIS now)
Canterbury Trails 213958000 N 45" Ave and Pioneer | 69
Kemper 213745000 Pioneer and Bertsinger | 200
Bella Noche 213707000 Pioneer and N 35 Ave | 30
Hawks Landing 215825000 Hilthurst and § 35" 57
Place
Pioneer Canyon Phase 3 986027692 Pioneer and N 40™ Ave | 54 {final plat approved
by Council April 23)
Pioneer Canyon Phase 4 986027654 NW corner of N 45" 50 (estimated)
and Ave and Pioneer
surrounding
Taverner Ridge Phases 7-9 220025000, Hillhurst and Great 105 (estimated)
: 220034000, Blue Rd
220032114,
216032010,
216032005,
216032015
Garrison Ridge Phase 2 121105000 Hillhurst and § Refuge 15 (estimated)
Rd
Stephenson Manor 220016000 Hillhurst and Great 30 (estimated)
Blue Rd
Columbia Acres 213710000 Reiman and N 10" St 30 {estimated)
Cedar Creek 213713000 N 35" Ave and N 10" St | 30 (estimated)
Pioneer Place 213800000, N 35" Ave and N 10" St | 30 (estimated)
213798000
Total known | 444
Total estimated | 290
Combined total expected | 734
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DEVELOPMENT and ENGINEERING ADVISORY BOARD

BYLAWS

SECTION 1: PURPOSE

The Board of Clark County Commissioners (BOCC) has established a Development and
Engineering Advisory Board. The purpose of the advisory board is to serve as a standing
advisory committee to Community Development, Environmental Services, Public Works, the
County Manager, and the BOCC. The Development and Engineering Advisory Board
will be a procedural step in reviewing new policy and code revisions, provide input on
process improvements, and review specific development issues.

SECTION 2: DUTIES

The Development and Engineering Advisory Board has the following duties and responsibilities,
as directed by the County ManagerBOGE, including, but not limited to:

A) The advisory board shall review and evaluate on an ongoing basis consistency in plan
submittal review.

B) The advisory board shall assist to standardize and accelerate the development review
processes performed by Community Development, Environmental Services, and
Public Works.

C) The advisory board shall advise the County ManagerBOEC on adequate staffing
levels, staff expertise, resources, and customer service attitudes.

D) The advisory board shall facilitate collaborative partnering between the public and
private sectors.

E) The advisory board shall review and comment as requested by the County
Manager, the BOCC and/or senior staff on project specific development issues.

F) The advisory board shall coordinate its activities with other agencies and boards
involved with development review and regulation to avoid duplication and provide
the best service possible.

G) The advisory board shall not be responsible for the day-to-day operations of county
development functions and shall refer those matters to appropriate staff members.
The current phone number and mailing address are as follows:
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Development and Engineering Advisory Board
c¢/o Clark County Public Works — Development Engineering
P.O. Box 9810
Vancouver, WA 98666-9810
(360)397-6118

SECTION 3: MEMBERSHIP

The Development and Engineering Advisory Board consists of nine members. Members are

appointed by the County ManagerBOCC. Appointments shall attempt to include the following { Formatted: Highlight
affiliations and categories, as provided below. Such representation shall be:

A) Three members who are a private-sector planner or consulting licensed
professional engineer who work or live in Clark County;

B) One member who is a public sector planner or licensed professional engineer who
works or lives in Clark County;

C) One member who is a construction contractor who works or lives in Clark
County;

D) One member who is a land developer who works or lives in Clark County;

E) One member who is a representative of the Building Industry Association of Clark
County.

F) Two at-large members professionally associated with development work.

In addition to these members, the directors of Community Development, Environmental
Services, and Public Works shall serve as ex-officio, non-voting members of the advisory board.

SECTION 4: TERMS OF THE OFFICE

All members shall be appointed or reappointed to two-year ferms, More than one consecutive : "[m:‘::;g?[%u‘ Soyld terme be eXtanaes ‘°3}
term may be served. ;
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SECTION 5: APPOINTMENTS AND VACANCIES

For the two at-large positions, the advisory board shall recommend applicants to the County
ManagerBOEE for appointment. The advisory board shall make these recommendations based
on the background of current members and the advisory board’s priorities for upcoming years.
The goal is to have membership on the advisory board represent a balance of development
interests.

For all other positions, the County ManagerBOEE shall appoint members after soliciting letters
of interest for the advisory board.

unexpired term. This 1ncludes vacancies caused by a change in status of a member under the
selection criteria set forth above during the course of their term.

Vacancies may be declared when any member misses three consecutive regular meetings or when
any member misses the equivalent of one-quarter of the scheduled meetings within a 12-month
period. Reasonable effort will be made to determine the member’s continued interest before the
vacancy is declared.

This section will in no way abrogate the authority of the County ManagerBOEE to reappoint a
member to finish their original term of appointment.

SECTION 6: OFFICERS

The advisory board shall elect annually one of its voting members to serve as chair and one
member to serve as vice-chair; other officers shall be elected as the board deems appropriate.

Election of officers shall be held at the first regular Board meeting of the calendar year. All terms
of elected office shall be one year. More than one consecutive term may be served.

SECTION 7: MEETINGS

The advisory board will hold regular meetings, open to the public, and will give advanced public
notice of these meetings by notice on the Clark County web site and via e-mail when requested.
Until otherwise determined by the advisory board, the regular board meetings will be held as
follows:

Day: First Thursday of each month

Time: 2:30-4:30 p.m.

Place: Clark County Public Service Building
1300 Franklin Street

Vancouver, WA 98666

A majority of the currently appointed board members shall constitute a quorum.
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The advisory board shall keep written record of meetings, resolutions, recommendations,
findings, etc., which shall be a public record. The county shall provide staff to take minutes.

In the absence of the chair and vice-chair (in the event a vice-chair bas been elected), an acting chair
shall be appointed by the board members present.

SECTION 8: AMENDMENTS TO BYLAWS

The provisions set forth herein {except those established by statute and county resolution) may be
amended by a two-thirds vote of the advisory board members. Any amendments shall be voted on ata
regular meeting and all members shall receive a minimum of 10 days prior notice.

SECTION 9: PARLIAMENTARY AUTHORITY

All meetings of the Board shall be conducted using Roberts Rules of Order Newly Revised as a
nonbinding guide.
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